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House of Representatives

The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. LAMALFA).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
January 12, 2016.

I hereby appoint the Honorable DOUG
LAMALFA to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

PAUL D. RYAN,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———
MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary b5, 2016, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties, with each party
limited to 1 hour and each Member
other than the majority and minority
leaders and the minority whip limited
to 5 minutes, but in no event shall de-
bate continue beyond 11:50 a.m.

VOTING RIGHTS ACTIVIST
SHEYANN WEBB-CHRISTBURG
JOINS CONGRESSWOMAN SE-

WELL AT PRESIDENT OBAMA’S
FINAL STATE OF THE UNION AD-
DRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Alabama (Ms. SEWELL) for 5 minutes.

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, today I rise on Restoration Tuesday
to honor my guest to tonight’s State of
the Union Address. Ms. Sheyann Webb-
Christburg of Montgomery, Alabama,
will be joining me as my special guest
to President Obama’s final State of the
Union Address.

Sheyann was 8 years old and was one
of the youngest foot soldiers who
marched from Selma to Montgomery. 1
believe that Sheyann is the embodi-
ment of the struggle for voting rights
equality in Alabama and in America.

On this Restoration Tuesday, it is my
sincere hope that her presence will re-
mind us of the modern-day fight for en-
suring that every American citizen has
access to the ballot box.

At an early age, Sheyann recognized
that America had failed to live up to
its own promise by depriving African
Americans of their sacred right to
vote. Sheyann’s bravery reminded
those around her that they are fighting
for the next generation—her genera-
tion—as fervently as they were fight-
ing for their own. Her courage also
made it possible for me to represent
our hometown of Selma in Congress.

On a personal level, I am thankful to
call Sheyann my friend and mentor.
She was my childhood babysitter, so I
literally grew up in her shadow.

Her presence at President Obama’s
final State of the Union should once
again remind us of the gravity of our
responsibility to protect the vote for
all Americans. Since the civil rights
era ended, there are now modern-day
barriers to voting. Since the Supreme
Court struck down section 4 of the Vot-
ing Rights Act of 1965 in 2013, my office
has made restoring this critically im-
portant section one of our top prior-
ities.

For the past 3 years, my State of the
Union guest has represented a different
aspect of the voting rights movement:

In 2014, my guest to the State of the
Union was Selma’s mayor, George
Evans. As mayor of the birthplace of
the Voting Rights Act, he represented
the dynamic role Selma and her lead-
ers have played in the fight for voter
equality.

In 2015, I invited the 104-year-old
Amelia Boynton Robinson as my guest
to the State of the Union. As the ma-

triarch of the voting rights movement,
Amelia challenged an unfair and unjust
system that kept African Americans
from exercising their constitutionally
protected right to vote. I will always
cherish the time we spent together
when she honored me as my special
guest.

I think it is befitting that since last
year my special guest was the oldest
living foot soldier, that my guest this
year would be the youngest living foot
soldier—Sheyann Webb.

All of these individuals have paved
the way for me to accomplish all that
I have today, and I am forever grateful.
Their legacy should inspire us not to
take for granted the very sacred vote,
and that is the right to vote. Their sac-
rifices remind us that there is much
more work to be done, and my hope is
that this Chamber will take on the
challenge of doing that work.

We should try to restore the Voting
Rights Act of 1965. I think that our
work begins even today. I hope that
Sheyann Webb, as my special guest to
the State of the Union, will remind all
of us that it is really important that
we protect the sacred right to vote.

————

DANGERS OF PRESIDENT OBAMA’S
RECKLESS REFUGEE RESETTLE-
MENT AGENDA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN) for 5 min-
utes.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to shed more light on Presi-
dent Obama’s reckless refugee resettle-
ment agenda and the danger that it
poses to Americans.

In my office, we are getting many
calls about this as you hear about the
new plans that he has and also as our
constituents watch the news of what is
happening in Germany and what is
happening in other communities. Let
me cite just a couple of examples.
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Last week, according to The Wall
Street Journal and numerous media
outlets, two refugees from Iraq were
arrested for making false statements
involving terrorism. These arrests took
place one in California and one in
Texas.

In the California arrest, one refugee
came to the U.S. in 2012 and subse-
quently traveled to Syria in November
2013. He bragged in social media posts
about fighting alongside terrorist
groups such as Ansar al-Islam. This
refugee returned to the U.S. a few
months later. When interviewed by the
FBI in October 2014, he denied being a
part of any extremist group and denied
providing materiel support to terror-
ists.

What we found in Texas is this. The
refugee was charged on three counts:
attempting to provide materiel support
to the Islamic State, procuring citizen-
ship or naturalization unlawfully, and
making false statements.

This is precisely why President
Obama’s plan to admit thousands of ad-
ditional Syrian refugees into the coun-
try at a time of heightened jihadist
threats and the San Bernardino mas-
sacre is beyond reckless and is dan-
gerous to our communities.

There is no way to vet the refugees
that are coming from Syria and Iraq
and verify that they are the person rep-
resented on the documents that they
carry. Are the documents false, or is
the person who they say they are or
someone else? It proves what many
have been saying for months about Is-
lamic extremists: they can and will ex-
ploit the refugee program.

These arrests showcase what is so
painfully obvious to the American peo-
ple: the President’s agenda is endan-
gering our national security, and it is
costing our hardworking taxpayers
millions of dollars.

Let me ask you a few questions:

Do you feel more or less safe than
you did 8 years ago?

Do you fear the attack of terrorism
in your community?

Do you question your safety when
you go to a public event?

How does the President’s foreign pol-
icy and our national security affect
where you work and where you live?

How can the administration be so
naive?

How can the administration continue
to put partisan politics over the safety
of the American people?

How can the administration contin-
ually refuse to name our enemy?

Yes, we are at war with radical Is-
lamic extremism. We must confront
the danger of radical extremism and
check the President’s irresponsible re-
settlement agenda.

I want to mention H.R. 4218. It is leg-
islation that I drafted and introduced
with Representatives BARLETTA,
DESJARLAIS, and LAMAR SMITH. Under
the bill, no funding would be made
available for refugee resettlement op-
erations until four conditions are met:

Number one, Congress passes a joint
resolution approving of the President’s
refugee resettlement plan;
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Number two, CBO provides a report
to Congress scoring the long-term cost
of the program;

Number three, DHS submits a report
identifying all terrorists and criminal
activity connected to refugees since
2001;

And number four, the President sub-
mits a report to Congress on the prior
yvear’s cost of admitting refugees and
proposes offset spending cuts to pay for
the resettlement program.

We must halt the President’s refugee
resettlement operations. It is simply
too dangerous, and we cannot afford
the risk to our Nation’s security.

HUMAN TRAFFICKING MONTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. BASS) for 5 minutes.

Ms. BASS. Mr. Speaker, January is
Human Trafficking Month, and I rise
today to continue to be a voice for the
countless victims of human trafficking
in the United States.

If we, as Members of Congress, want
to truly address the sex trafficking epi-
demic, we must face the facts. We must
acknowledge and address the direct
link between children in the foster care
system and children who become vic-
tims of sex trafficking. For far too
many children, the foster care system
is an unwitting gateway to sex traf-
ficking. This is a nationwide issue that
requires a Federal response.

In 2010, 59 percent of the children ar-
rested on prostitution-related charges
in L.A. County were in the foster care
system. A 2007 report from the U.S. De-
partment of Justice found that 85 per-
cent of identified child sex trafficking
victims in New York State also had
contact with the child welfare system.
Further, according to the FBI, an esti-
mated 70 percent of child sex traf-
ficking victims in Florida had histories
with the child welfare system.

Children in the foster care system
are our children. When they fall victim
to trafficking, it means that all of us
have failed. To help all victims of traf-
ficking, including foster youth, we
must change our mindset on how we
address this horrific crime.

A child who cannot consent to sex
should never be called a prostitute. The
men who prey on them are not johns;
they are child molesters.

“T Ortiz Walker Pettigrew is a
former foster care youth who became a
sex trafficking victim. When she was 15
and still in foster care, ‘“T,” as she is
called, was arrested for prostitution.
While serving time in juvenile hall, she
discovered that more than half of the
girls serving with her were also
charged with solicitation and, like her,
forced to sell themselves.

She described her treatment in juve-
nile hall as how you would treat a dog
in a kennel. She was put in a box and
kept waiting. She was treated like a
criminal and did not receive any coun-
seling or support services. Because she
was punished and not helped, she was

January 12, 2016

arrested again when she was 16 years
old, and she spent her 17th birthday in
juvenile hall.

I am grateful that she found the
strength and support to escape from
her pimp. She now uses her voice to ad-
vocate for sex trafficking victims and
to urge policymakers at all levels of
government to do our jobs to prevent
young girls from becoming sex traf-
ficking victims.

Because of actions from women like
“T,” local officials in Los Angeles have
changed their approach to addressing
this issue. They haven’t realized that
arresting the victims won’t solve the
problem.

Last year, L.A. County Sheriff Jim
McDonell announced that his depart-
ment will immediately stop arresting
children on prostitution charges. This
announcement was coupled by the L.A.
County Board of Supervisors adopting
a countywide effort to ensure that
child victims of sex trafficking are
truly treated as victims and receive
the support services they need instead
of punishment.

Last year, this Congress came to-
gether as Democrats and Republicans
to pass comprehensive human traf-
ficking legislation, but our work does
not end when the bill is signed. We
must also use our positions to urge
local officials in our districts to follow
the best practices used around the
country.

To truly make a difference this
Human Trafficking Awareness Month, I
urge all Members to reach out to their
local sheriffs and local elected officials
and urge them to learn from Los Ange-
les and begin treating sex trafficking
victims as victims. Although the legis-
lation is a great step forward, we
should also use the power of our voices
and our positions to ensure that more
girls get the help they need instead of
being treated as criminals.

————
CUBA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, as
we get further away from December 17,
2014, the date that President Obama
announced his change in U.S. policy to-
ward Cuba, it has become apparent
that there could be no abusive or pro-
vocative act committed by the tyran-
nical Castro regime that the Obama ad-
ministration is not willing to overlook
or willing to excuse.

Even after the Cuban regime was
caught red-handed shipping surface-to-
air missiles, two MiG aircraft, and tons
of Cuban-made weapons and munitions
to North Korea in violation of several
U.N. Security Council resolutions, it
could not stop President Obama’s de-
sire to placate the Castros.

This and the most recent revelation
that the TUnited States Government
found out in June of 2014 that Cuba
managed to come into possession of a
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U.S. Hellfire missile and continues, to
this day, to turn over that sensitive
military technology are not isolated
events. Both incidents underscore ex-
actly how egregiously the administra-
tion has erred and the extraordinary
lengths to which the President will go
in order to hide these transgressions
from Congress and from the American
people.
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You see, Mr. Speaker, after the Presi-
dent made his December 17, 2014, an-
nouncement, it has been revealed that
not only did the administration keep
Congress uninformed of the negotia-
tions, but the negotiations had been
taking place for over a year and a half.

If we follow the timeline, that means
that these secret negotiations were
taking place after the administration
was already made aware that the Cas-
tros were in possession of a U.S.
Hellfire missile and after Havana sent
the illicit shipment of arms to
Pyongyang.

Even after the administration offered
concession after concession to the Cas-
tros—the loosening of restrictions on
travel, the opening of Embassies—the
list goes on and on—the President re-
fused to make the returning of sen-
sitive missile technology a pre-
condition to the negotiations or to the
implementation of this misguided pol-
icy.
Let’s stop and think about this for a
second, Mr. Speaker.

The President has given the Castro
regime almost everything it could have
asked for. What did we ask for in re-
turn? Did we demand free and fair elec-
tions? Of course not. Did we demand
the end of the persecution of dissidents
and the release of political prisoners?
You have got to be kidding. Of course
not. Did we demand the regime stop
the long list of human rights abuses?
No.

In fact, just this past Sunday, over
200 people were arrested in Cuba be-
cause they were calling for religious
tolerance. But never mind that. Let’s
look at the cool, classic Chevys that
are all through the streets of Havana.
That is what we are supposed to be
talking about.

The President didn’t even demand
that the Communist regime, with
known and close military ties to Rus-
sia, China, and North Korea, turn over
to the U.S. the Hellfire missile it had
been in possession of since June of 2014.

I don’t need to remind my colleagues
of how incredibly dangerous it is for
the Castros to be in possession of this
sensitive military technology or how
incredibly damaging it could be to our
own national security interests when,
not if, the regime turns that tech-
nology over to one of our adversaries.

Last year both the Russian Minister
of Defense and China’s top military of-
ficial visited Havana to discuss ways to
strengthen their military cooperation
efforts with Cuba, and a senior Castro
regime official traveled to North Korea
for military talks.
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Mr. Speaker, not only has the Presi-
dent’s Cuban policy been a disaster for
the people of Cuba, it has been a dis-
aster for our own safety and security.
There should be—there must be—a full
and thorough investigation into this
Hellfire missile incident. If this admin-
istration won’t do what is necessary to
hold the Cuban regime accountable,
then we in Congress must use every
available tool in order to do so.

We cannot allow the administration’s
endless train of concessions to the ty-
rannical Cuban regime to continue
while it turns its back on those who
are suffering under the regime’s op-
pression. This is not what America
stands for, and we should not allow
President Obama’s misguided foreign
policy objectives to ever change that.

————
SERGEANT MATTHEW McCLINTOCK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT) for 5
minutes.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, on
the wall outside my office are the faces
of 149 men and women from Wash-
ington State who were killed in action
over the past 14 years in Afghanistan
and in Iraq.

Today it is with reverence that I will
add the 150th face: Sergeant Matthew
McClintock’s. Matthew was killed in
Helmand Province in Afghanistan on
the 5th of January.

Sergeant McClintock was a Green
Beret, an engineer, a National Guards-
man, as well as a dedicated friend, son,
husband, and father.

He joined the Army in 2006 and
served in both Iraq and Afghanistan
over the course of three tours. On one
of his tours, his best friend was killed.
So you can imagine what was in his
mind when he was now leading a group
in Afghanistan and one of his men was
on the ground, hit. He knew the dan-
ger, but he went out to try and save his
teammate.

He epitomized everything we admire
about our warriors: their skill, their
mettle, their commitment to their
teammates, to their families, and to us
as a nation. The loss of a promising,
smart, steadfast young man, whose de-
votion to family and country was free-
ly given, should not and will not be ac-
cepted without sorrow and respect.

I had the chance to meet Matthew’s
wife, Alexandra, and their 3-month-old
son, Declan, on Friday, when Matthew
came back to Dover Air Force Base.
Everything his family said about him
speaks of a man I would like to have
known.

It is said that the true soldier fights
not because he hates what is in front of
him but because he loves what is be-
hind him. Matthew leaves behind a
proud and beautiful family.

His wife asked that she have a chance
to go up to Walter Reed to see the man
her husband went out to save, who is
still alive. That is the kind of family
this is. We, as a nation, should be for-
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ever grateful that someone of his cal-
iber—and his family—continues to
choose to fight.

Mr. Speaker, we have entered the
15th year of this war, and it is easy to
forget what is still going on in Iraq and
Afghanistan and in other places where
our soldiers are.

I became aware of this because some-
body in my district was Matthew’s fa-
ther-in-law. He called me up and asked
if T would be of help. I was glad to do
it, but I realized I had not been aware
of what had happened to him.

So I asked the Army press people:
Was this reported in the press?

They said, yes, that it was on tele-
vision for 45 seconds.

The American people are being al-
lowed not to see and not to hear about
Matthew McClintock. They are not
being told what is going on.

We sent him there. We gave him the
gun. We gave him the bullets. We gave
him the body armor. We gave him ev-
erything and sent him over there and
asked him to do this for us. He did it.
He was willing to lay down his life for
us.

We deserve more time with people
like Matthew and like many of the sol-
diers who went before him. But for
those who survive them—Matthew’s
teammates, his family—Alexandra and
especially Declan—when this war fi-
nally ends, they deserve long and
happy lives in peace.

—————

WASP ARLINGTON INURNMENT
RESTORATION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
California (Mr. DENHAM) for 5 minutes.

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
discuss the contributions the WASPs
have made to our great country. These
are the Women Airforce Service Pilots,
and they represent an elite group of fe-
male pilots.

They flew combat missions during
World War II. These women displayed
courage, valor, and a willingness to
serve, and they made invaluable con-
tributions to our Nation’s efforts to
battle on the world stage.

There were fewer than 1,100 WASPs,
and 38 of them died during their serv-
ice. But because the unit was created
in 1942, the WASP group was never
granted full military status.

In 1977, Congress retroactively grant-
ed Active-Duty status to these brave
pilots to ensure that all VA policies,
laws, and services would apply to them;
yet, the Army recently denied the re-
quest of WASPs who were seeking a
place in Arlington National Cemetery.
They say they are running out of space.

This decision flies in the face of our
Nation’s efforts to recognize, reward,
and treat honorably the contributions
of all of our veterans. These women de-
serve the same honor that is bestowed
upon hundreds of thousands of their
fellow servicemembers.

So I urge my colleagues to join me in
cosponsoring and supporting the bill.
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I say this to the VA: Find the space.

————
SEXUAL HARASSMENT IN SCIENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. SPEIER) for 5 minutes.

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, univer-
sities are supposed to be in the busi-
ness of illumination, but as we have
seen in recent cases at Cal Tech and at
UC Berkeley, that is not always the
case.

At UC, world-renowned astronomer
Geoff Marcy sexually harassed students
for years with no consequences. The
light of knowledge can cast some dark
shadows. Brave women recently alerted
my office to still more harassment in
astronomy, now at the University of
Arizona.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD this report from the University
of Arizona regarding Dr. Timothy
Slater. This report was sealed for over
a decade while Dr. Slater went on with
his career. His example shows why so
few women continue careers in science
and in engineering.

CONFIDENTIAL
INVESTIGATIVE REPORT

Complaint No: 04-06A-MKM

Complainant: Administrative Review

Respondent: Dr. Timothy Slater

Department: Department of Astronomy,
Steward Observatory

Date Complaint Received: August 2004

Report Date: March 31, 2005

BACKGROUND

Prior to July 2004, several individuals ap-
proached the EOAAO to discuss sexually
charged conduct they were experiencing in
the College of Astronomy, and Steward Ob-
servatory. They stated that the conduct was
occurring across ranks; some indicated the
conduct was creating a sexually hostile work
environment. Some indicated retaliation
might be occurring. These individuals re-
fused to file complaints against the depart-
ment because they feared work-related re-
percussions, including unlawful retaliation.
Consequently the EOAAO met with adminis-
trators in the Department of Astronomy and
Steward Observatory to discuss initiating an
investigation into sexual harassment, sexu-
ally hostile work environment. The depart-
ment, in turn, formalized a request for inves-
tigation, such that this Administrative Re-
view began in August 2004.

Responsive to evidence obtained in the
early stages of investigation, the EOAAO
named Dr. Tim Slater as a respondent in this
case, on September 24, 2004. The EOAAO no-
tified Dr. Slater of his respondent status in
accordance with EOAAO procedures, identi-
fying sexual harassment and retaliation as
the relevant issues.

Dr. Slater was hired by the University of
Arizona on August 6, 2001, as an Associate
Professor of Astronomy. He received tenure
standing in May 2004. He has a variety of du-
ties at the university, including his post as
the Conceptual Astronomy and Physics Edu-
cation Research (CAPER) team leader.

SCOPE OF INVESTIGATION

In the course of the investigation, the in-
vestigator interviewed multiple individ-
uals—some more than once—who were asso-
ciated with the Department of Astronomy,
Steward Observatory, and/or the CAPER
team. Witnesses were selected either ran-
domly, or with an effort to cross-section lev-
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els of authority and closeness, professional
and/or personal, with the respondent. All ef-
forts were made to get a comprehensive
point of view.

ISSUE

Did Dr. Slater violate the University’s Sex-
ual Harassment Policy, as well as the pol-
icy’s Retaliation component?

Witness B stated that Dr. Slater and Wit-
ness J make a lot of sexual jokes and create
sexual banter on a regular basis. She noted a
lot of the women tend to ignore this when it
is occurring around them.

On a regular basis, Dr. Slater has told Wit-
ness B she would teach better if she did not
wear underwear.

On at least one occasion he grabbed her un-
derwear through her dress, stretched it and
snapped it, and said, ‘““You’d look a whole lot
better without these on,” or words to that
effect. That same day he invited her to at-
tend a lunch with a visiting female graduate
student from [redacted] and Witness J. Dr.
Slater indicated they would be lunching at a
local topless bar. At lunch both Dr. Slater
and Witness J paid for and received lap
dances. Dr. Slater offered to purchase a lap
dance for Witness B; she declined and he did
not push the issue further.

Witness B reported that during the semes-
ter the sexual conduct occurs daily.

Witness C provided the following informa-
tion:

Witness C stated that she has continual
but infrequent interaction with Dr. Slater
during the course of her work. She stated
that her concern regarding Dr. Slater re-
flects sexual conduct occurring on one day:
[redacted] Witness C traveled with Dr. Slater
to [redacted] by car, in the company of a fe-
male graduate student.

During the car trip, Witness C told Dr.
Slater some work she had completed for
CAPER. He responded by saying, ‘‘Awesome!
I could just kiss you full on the mouth,” or
words very close to those. Witness C stated
she found this response distasteful.

Later he asked her, ‘How bad can I be with
you?”’” When she asked him what he meant,
he asked her if she would be reporting his
comments back to her supervisor.

Dr. Slater went on to relate that when he
goes to academic conferences out of town he
goes online to set up ‘“‘hook-ups” (sexual
dates) with women in the geographic area.
He told Witness C that his personal (sexual)
record was four (4) women in twenty-four (24)
hours.

Dr. Slater also stated that he and his wife
occasionally set up manage-a-trois.

Dr. Slater and the accompanying female
graduate student discussed the upcoming
visit of Dr. Slater’s colleague. She asked Dr.
Slater if she would have to sleep with him,
to which Dr. Slater replied, ‘‘No, not this
one.” Witness C looked at them and ex-
claimed, ‘“What?”’ whereupon Dr. Slater told
her that occasionally he might have to ask
her to take one for the team.

Talking about Witness J, Dr. Slater said,
‘“Yeah, he likes the young ones. Witness C
asked if that individual did not have a
girlfriend. Dr. Slater replied that a girlfriend
was one thing, but a student was another.
Witness C asked if the students were minors,
to which Dr. Slater responded that they were
all probably over 18.

He added that he, Dr. Slater, preferred a
more mature woman who knew ‘‘her way
around the bedroom.” Some minutes later he
turned to Witness C and asked her if she
knew ‘‘anything about or was any good at
giving blowjobs, because (the accompanying
female—name deleted) does not like to give
or receive them—maybe you could give her
some pointers.”

Witness C then told Slater he was being
completely inappropriate. She said, ‘‘You
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barely know me. I only started a couple of
weeks ago, and you’re already talking to me
like this. Doesn’t the U of A give sexual har-
assment training, or were your absent that
day?”’ She went on to say that she has a par-
ticularly large boyfriend (whom she de-
scribed, in part, as Black) She told Dr. Slater
that he would not appreciate the manner in
which Dr. Slater was speaking to her. Dr.
Slater then asked Witness C if it were true
that once you went black, you’d never go
back,” or words to that effect.

Later Dr. Slater joked that he would pull
off at a rest stop so they could have a three-
some. Witness C responded by saying, ‘“‘Like
that’s going to happen,” or words to that ef-
fect. After that she tried changing the sub-
ject every time it turned sexual, and then
she related a story of personal tragedy (non-
sexual,) which she noted seemed to sober Dr.
Slater and the other female right away.

Witness C stated that she reported Dr.
Slater’s conduct to the Principle Investi-
gator (PI) on her project. The PI, in turn,
told her she should report it to her super-
visor, which she did.

[Relevant to Witness D’s testimony] Wit-
ness C stated she was aware that Dr. Slater
appeared to be trying to take [redacted] pro-
gram [redacted] away from the department
and bring it over to Steward Observatory
where he also works. She stated he has been
pulling funding from the program. Addition-
ally he bad-mouths the Program Coordi-
nator, Witness C’s supervisor. He has also
been giving responsibilities previously held
by that supervisor to his various graduate
students.

The witness recalled that other female
graduate students had commented that their
advisors, Dr. Slater and Witness J, were too
sexual in their demeanor.

INFORMATION FROM RESPONDENT

On September 30, 2004 Dr, Tim Slater pro-
vided the following information:

He stated that he recalled two occasions on
which individuals complained directly to
him about his personal conduct.

In [redacted] talking about a bachelor
party at a strip club, such that a graduate
student commented, ‘‘That really creeps me
out when you talk that way in front of me,”’
or words to that affect. He recalled apolo-
gizing.

A graduate student and former CAPER
team member telling him that it had made
her uncomfortable when he massaged her
shoulders publicly, while hosting a teacher
workshop. Dr. Slater recalled that she was
concerned others might misinterpret the na-
ture of their relationship, were they to ob-
serve his gesture.

Dr. Slater characterized himself as a
“‘touchy’” person who often hugs people. He
stated that he is a ‘“‘flirtatious’ person, and
defined that as ‘‘friendly,” and ‘‘flattering.”
He stated this is mostly with the CAPER
group, since CAPER constitutes his primary
professional and social interaction.

Dr. Slater stated that he hugs males as
well as females, and that he brought many
people on the team [CAPER] from Montana
and Kansas [universities there.] Many had
lived in his house with him and his wife from
time to time, and some of the relationships
were of 10-12 years’ duration. He added they
had been in each other’s weddings. He stated
that they all socialize together at someone’s
house (often his) on 2-3 occasions per month.

Dr. Slater stated that he and Witness J run
the CAPER group, and that within the group
they have a joke that he, Slater, is the
“mom,”” and Witness J is the ‘‘dad.” He stat-
ed that some of the CAPER team members
were more like family than others; he listed
the two groups.

Regarding reports that he had given out
‘‘sex toys’ at social events; he recalled that
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he had given one female graduate student a
pickle or cucumber-shaped vibrator at a
“pre-marriage’ party. He could not recall
having given out chocolate handcuffs, as spe-
cifically alleged. Regarding the vibrator, he
recalled that the recipient was a collector of
the vegetable it represented, and that he was
certain she was not offended by it. He re-
called there were pickle or cucumber jokes
going around the office for several days,
thereafter.

Dr. Slater did not recall making the com-
ment that he would have to install cameras
in his home, as alleged, and referential to
the alleged comment that everyone [in
CAPER] had engaged in sexual activity in
his home. Dr. Slater reiterated that many of
the CAPER team members had, in fact, lived
with him at his house over the years.

Regarding allegations that he stopped to
look at women, and commented on their ap-
pearance, he stated this was common prac-
tice for him, and that he might have done it
anywhere from ‘‘one-to-ten-to-a-hundred
times.”” He denied that he had a rating sys-
tem, but recalled saying things like, ““You’'re
going to have to say that again, because
that’s too distracting.” He confirmed he had
made such comments to women in the de-
partment and often Witness J, who joked
with him in a similar fashion.

Regarding allegations that he told a col-
league he had a prohibition against ‘‘blue
balls’ in the office (referencing an exercise
ball,) he stated he did not recall making the
comment, but that it was ‘‘consistent’ with
the kinds of comments he would make.

He believed he had not told a colleague he
would have invited her to swim over the
weekend but for the likelihood she would
wear her swim suit. He stated he doubted
that comment because he is not exclusionary
by nature.

He did not recall telling a [subordinate fe-
male] colleague that she would teach better
were she to stop wearing underwear, and did
not recall snapping her underwear [through
her T-shirt dress, as alleged.] However, he
stated, he did tend to say a lot of sexual
things.

Dr. Slater confirmed that he took a vis-
iting female graduate student, as well as a
male and a female [subordinate] colleague to
lunch at a local strip club. He did not recall
that specific event, but stated that he [and
the accompanying male] usually purchase
lap dances when they go. He usually offers to
purchase lap dances for others, as well. He
stated they go about once per month, and
that it’s usually a mixed group (male and fe-
male.)

Dr. Slater recalled that a group of depart-
ment women had gone to a male club in
honor of a wedding or birthday, and reported
having a terrible time. Somehow, as an off-
shoot to that situation, one of the women
[Witness B] thought she might like female
clubs better, and decided to join the men. He
could not recall how many times she at-
tended, but thought probably several. He
stated that he has gone with his wife, and
several of the graduate students and/or col-
leagues. He stated the tab is always collected
for ‘“‘Dutch’ treat: departmental funds are
never used.

For complete
speier.house.gov.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, January 11, 2016.

CATHERINE E. LHAMON,

Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights, Office of
Civil Rights, Department of Education,
Washington, DC.

DEAR  ASSISTANT SECRETARY LHAMON:
Thank you for your leadership and commit-
ment to eradicating sexual harassment and
assault on college campuses. Knowing your

report go to  htip:/
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interest in this area, I wanted to bring the
attached report to your attention, which de-
tails disturbing sexual harassment by a
former faculty member at the University of
Arizona. Despite finding that Dr. Timothy
Slater committed a policy violation in the
matter of ‘‘sexual harassment, hostile work
environment,”” the report and its incrimina-
tory revelation were sealed, and Dr. Slater
moved to a new job at the University of Wyo-
ming, where he continues to supervise stu-
dents and teach workshops. In light of this,
I ask that the Office of Civil Rights clarify
whether universities that find a Title IX vio-
lation by faculty or staff are required to dis-
close the results of their investigation to
other educational institutions.

The incidents described in the report are
alarming. One complainant said that Dr.
Slater told her on a regular basis that ‘‘she
would teach better if she did not wear under-
wear’”’ and ‘‘grabbed her underwear through
her dress, stretched it and snapped it, and
said ‘You’d look a whole lot better without
these on,” or words to that effect.”” He asked
another complainant ‘‘if she knew anything
about or was any good at giving blow jobs,
because (name deleted) does not like to give
or received them—maybe you could give her
some pointers.” Dr. Slater himself admitted
that he gave an employee a vegetable-shaped
vibrator, that he frequently commented to
his employees and students about the ap-
pearance of passing women, and that he told
one person ‘‘that his personal sexual record
was four women in 24 hours.”

Staff spoke directly to a witness who re-
counted several inappropriate interactions.
She observed Dr. Slater instructing an un-
dergraduate student to ‘‘touch your elbows
behind your back for me’ in order to scruti-
nize the student’s breasts, and touching
graduate students on the leg while making
inappropriate statements. At a lab social
event at the Slaters’ residence, video pornog-
raphy was shown before dinner. She re-
counted hearing Dr. Slater tell male col-
leagues on more than one occasion that he
enjoyed teaching large lectures in rooms
with stadium seating because the female stu-
dents in Arizona wear short skirts and often
forget to cross their legs. Dr. Slater once re-
quired the witness to attend a lunch at a
fully nude strip club with him in order to
discuss her academic work, with the implied
consequence that he would not discuss her
work with her if she refused to go. While she
was there, she was pressured to attend future
lunches at the strip club. According to the
witness, it was made clear to her, though
never explicitly stated, that if she wanted to
function in the lab that she had to take part
in this sexualized culture. Because of these
incidents, the witness left the field of astron-
omy.

Staff spoke directly to another witness,
who experienced inappropriate comments
and unwanted physical contact from Dr.
Slater. At a one-on-one work meeting, he
told her that all the other graduate students
had sex at his house, that he had video cam-
eras, and asked when she would also have sex
at his house. During a lab social, she wit-
nessed Dr. Slater and another lab supervisor
stating that at this party, lab members were
going to use the Slaters’ hot tub naked. Dr.
Slater also touched her shoulders and
stroked her back while she was teaching,
until she sent him a formal email requesting
that he stop. Due to the hostile work envi-
ronment, the witness transferred out of Dr.
Slater’s group, losing years of progress to-
wards her graduate degree.

A third witness separately confirmed that
Dr. Slater led laboratory outings to strip
clubs.

The Slater report is disturbingly similar to
the recent case at the University of Cali-
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fornia, Berkeley, in which Dr. Geoff Marcy, a
prominent astronomer, violated campus sex-
ual harassment policies with minimal con-
sequences for 9 years until his story was pub-
licized through the media. As the University
of Arizona did with the Slater case, UC
Berkeley Kkept the final report on Dr.
Marcy’s behavior confidential, perhaps be-
cause, as Science Magazine put it, ‘‘[t]he de-
tails of UC Berkeley’s inquiry into Marcy’s
conduct does not reflect well on the institu-
tion, with the process stretching for more
than 4 years and Marcy given only weak
sanctions after repeated promises to re-
form.” The final report from UC Berkeley
contained a sentence that could be applied
equally to Dr. Marcy and Dr. Slater: “[i]t
cannot be overstated how Respondent’s in-
herent influence and authority over the com-
plainants, real or perceived, heightened the
impact of his behavior on those experiencing
or witnessing it.”

The Slater case, while lurid, is just a
symptom of a much larger problem—how to
prevent harassment, and effectively deal
with it when it occurs. Dr. Slater states that
he is now reformed, but there are still few
consequences for faculty members who sexu-
ally harass students. In some ways, the situ-
ation is reminiscent of the Catholic Church’s
coddling of child-molesting priests. As in the
Church, universities protect perpetuators
with slap-on-the-wrist punishment and se-
crecy, while victims are left alone to try to
put their academic careers and lives back to-
gether. One peer-reviewed study found that
over a quarter of women surveyed (and 6% of
men) have been sexually assaulted while con-
ducting scientific fieldwork, and 71% of
women and 41% of men also reported that
they were sexually harassed.

The profound effect of this dynamic on the
participation of women in science cannot be
overstated. From 2002 through 2012, women
received one-third or fewer of the doctorates
awarded in physical sciences, mathematics,
engineering, and computer science, and as of
2013 one-third or fewer of all tenure or tenure
track faculty positions in core STEM fields
were held by women. Indeed, all of the vic-
tims we talked to suffered career con-
sequences as a direct result of the harass-
ment, including losing years of graduate
work, forgoing professional opportunities,
and changing fields of study. In the Marcy
case, one of the victims, who had aspired to
work at NASA, left astrophysics entirely as
a direct result of being harassed.

When students found to have violated uni-
versity policy through the Title IX discipli-
nary process transfer to another institution,
the university that found the violation may
inform the other institution, but is not obli-
gated to do so. While this policy is vastly in-
sufficient, it at least allows universities to
have the option to inform other universities
of the final results of a disciplinary pro-
ceeding. However, no similar guidance exists
for faculty or staff. I ask that the Office of
Civil Rights issue a clarification on the
FERPA or Title IX disclosure requirements
when faculty or staff whose conduct violated
Title IX transfer to another institution.

Thank you for your prompt attention to
this matter. I look forward to hearing from
you soon.

Sincerely,
JACKIE SPEIER.

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, some uni-
versities protect predatory professors
with slaps on the wrist and secrecy,
just like the Catholic Church sheltered
child-molesting priests for many dec-
ades.

The incidents described in this report
are lurid and disturbing. One graduate
student was told regularly by Dr.
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Slater that she would teach better if
she did not wear underwear. He asked
another graduate student to give
women pointers on oral sex techniques.

Dr. Slater himself admitted that he
gave an employee a vegetable-shaped
vibrator and that he frequently com-
mented to his employees and students
about the appearance of women.

My staff spoke with one female grad
student who was required to attend a
strip club in order to discuss her aca-
demic work with Dr. Slater. The
woman has since left the field of as-
tronomy.

The second female grad student told
us that, during a one-on-one work
meeting with Dr. Slater, he told her
that all of the other graduate students
had had sex at his house, that he had
video cameras, and asked when she
would join him to have sex there. She
transferred out of Dr. Slater’s lab, los-
ing years of work.

This is a significant reason as to why
women hold fewer than one-third of the
faculty positions in science and engi-
neering.

Dr. Slater has said he is now re-
formed, which may be the case, but his
actions, however lurid, are just symp-
toms of a larger problem of how to ef-
fectively deal with sexual harassment
in academia.

I agree with Dr. Meg Urry, the presi-
dent of the American Astronomical So-
ciety, who said: “In my view, this is
what it would take to move the needle:
severe and visible consequences for vio-
lating policies on harassment—and
they do have to be visible.”

That is why I plan to introduce legis-
lation to require universities to inform
other universities of the final results of
a disciplinary proceeding. When stu-
dents, faculty, or staff whose conduct
has violated title IX transfer to an-
other institution, the universities to
which they are moving should be aware
of their past conduct.

I encourage anyone who has experi-
enced sexual harassment in science,
whether it is related to this incident or
another, to call my office.

Students enter astronomy to study
the stars, not their professors’ sex
lives. It is time to stop pretending sex-
ual harassment in science happened a
long time ago in a galaxy far, far away.

————
BARBARA STOCKTON PERRY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. HOLDING) for 5
minutes.

Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Speaker, on New
Year’s Day, we mourned the loss of a
great lady, Barbara Stockton Perry.
Today I rise to celebrate Barbara’s 89
years of life that she devoted to her
Christian faith, to her family, and to
her community.

Barbara was born on November 3,
1926, in the town of Franklin, which is
a small North Carolina mountain com-
munity that is tucked away under the
Great Smoky Mountains.
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Though the population was very
small, Barbara had a large personality
and a keen mind. She was the valedic-
torian of Franklin High School in 1943,
and she graduated cum laude from
Brenau College in 1947.
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She then went on to the University of
North Carolina in Chapel Hill School of
Law. She was the only woman in the
class of 1950, and she was a member of
the law review as well. This was classic
Barbara, distinguishing herself as a
highly intelligent woman who was not
afraid to break glass ceilings.

Barbara’s first position out of law
school was as assistant legal counsel to
the Belk Stores Corporation in Char-
lotte. Then, after marrying Warren
Perry in June of 1951, she moved to
Kinston, North Carolina, with him and
became a partner at Perry, Perry and
Perry law firm. There, she became in-
volved in the State bar and the local
bar and was named to the Board of
Governors of the North Carolina Bar
Association.

Community service was important to
Barbara. So throughout her life, she
donated her time and efforts to a long
list of organizations, including the
United Way, the North Carolina Sym-
phony, the Kinston Arts Council, the
Kinston-Lenoir County Bicentennial
Commission, and the Pride of Kinston
organization. A lifelong educational
advocate, Barbara also served on the
Board of Trustees of Parrot Academy,
Lenoir Community College, Brenau
University, and TUNC-Chapel Hill,
where she was elected to two terms on
the Board of Governors of the entire 16-
university UNC system.

In recognition of her contributions to
North Carolina, she was honored by
two North Carolina Governors, Jim
Holshouser and Pat McCrory. Both of
these Governors awarded her the Order
of the Long Leaf Pine. If ever anyone
instilled and fostered pride in the great
State of North Carolina, certainly it
was Barbara Stockton Perry.

Ever devoted to faith, Barbara served
for many years on the board of Angel
Ministries. She was a long-time mem-
ber of the Gordon Street Christian
Church and more recently joined the
Faith Fellowship Church.

While her contributions to her com-
munity are beyond measure, Barbara’s
true joy was her family. She lost the
love of her life, Warren, in 2003, but
theirs was a life filled with adventure.
By all accounts, they traveled the
world together and shared a dance on
all seven continents. At home, this ex-
traordinary lady was known to her
family simply as Mama Perry. She was
happiest when she was surrounded by
her children, grandchildren, and ex-
tended family.

Mr. Speaker, it is impossible to con-
dense the life of this truly remarkable
woman into a few short minutes. I will
close in saying that I was honored and
privileged to know her, and I give
thanks to Barbara Perry for devoting
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her life to her family, her community,
and her faith. She will be missed be-
yond measure. May God always bless
her.

——————

STATE OF THE ECONOMY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY)
for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY. Mr.
Speaker, last Friday, the Bureau of
Labor Statistics released the monthly
jobs report for December. It was an-
other in a long, uninterrupted string of
good reports. The report showed that
the economy gained 292,000 private sec-
tor jobs last month and that the unem-
ployment rate fell to 5 percent.

During 2015, the economy added near-
ly 2.7 million jobs. Nevertheless, many
of my colleagues across the aisle con-
tinue to talk as if the recovery under
President Obama has been lackluster.
They seem to forget the economic
meltdown that occurred under the
leadership of the prior administration.
But the millions of Americans who lost
their homes, their jobs, they haven’t
forgotten.

Let’s look at how far we have come
in the period after President Bush left
office. The truth is, the record is pretty
impressive. First, a reminder of where
we started. Back in January of 2009,
when President Bush left office and
President Obama was sworn in, the
economy shed nearly 820,000 private
sector jobs in January in 1 month
alone. As former Fed Chairman Ben
Bernanke described it, we were facing
the worst financial crisis in global his-
tory, including the Great Depression.

Between the end of 2007 and the sec-
ond quarter of 2009, real GDP fell by 4.2
percent. Around $17 trillion in house-
hold wealth evaporated during the
Great Recession. To put that number
in some perspective, $17 trillion is
about equal to our entire gross domes-
tic product, the sum total of all the
goods and services produced by the en-
tire economy of the United States for
all of 2014. That is a great deal of
money to lose. In fact, it would be al-
most enough to pay off our entire na-
tional debt.

In July of 2009, there were about
seven unemployed workers for every
single job opening in the country,
meaning that no matter how hard most
unemployed people tried to get a job,
six out of every seven of them were
going to be just out of luck. You may
recall that back then our colleagues
across the aisle were adamantly op-
posed to extending jobless benefits.

By October of 2009, the unemploy-
ment rate had reached 10 percent.
Housing prices were falling. Lending
was frozen. The stock market had
cratered. Businesses were failing. Peo-
ple all over the country were losing
their jobs, their homes, their savings,
and their hopes. It was a pretty ter-
rible time for millions of Americans.
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Now, much has changed. 2014 and 2015
were the strongest 2 years of job cre-
ation since 1998 to 2000, when Bill Clin-
ton was President. The private sector
is powering the economy forward. Our
businesses have added 14 million jobs
over a record 70 consecutive months of
job growth. Wages have finally begun
to rise. Nominal average hourly earn-
ings for all private employees have now
risen 2.5 percent over the past year.
The ratio of unemployment seekers to
job openings has fallen from 7 to 1 to
1.5 to 1. That is about the lowest this
ratio has been since early 2007.

Since the start of the Obama admin-
istration, our real GDP has increased
by 14 percent. The U.S. auto industry,
which was on death’s door when Presi-
dent Obama took office, is now
healthy, thriving, and enjoyed record
sales in 2015. Our auto industry is now
exporting and creating even more jobs.
0Oil and gas prices are low. Mortgage
rates remain low. Inflation is simply
not a factor. The dollar is strong, and
housing prices are back up to where
they were in 2007.

All of this recovery was not an acci-
dent, not a stroke of good luck. Things
certainly would have been quite dif-
ferent if we had only listened to the
counsel of our colleagues across the
aisle. They vehemently opposed efforts
taken by the Obama administration to
stimulate the economy, and they op-
posed actions by the Federal Reserve
that turned out to be very critically
important.

What would have happened without
these actions by the Federal Reserve
and the Democrats in Congress? The
recession would have lasted twice as
long, according to a recent study by
highly respected economists Alan
Blinder and Mark Zandi. The Blinder-
Zandi study found that without these
actions, the unemployment rate would
have reached nearly 16 percent, and we
would have lost twice as many jobs,
more than 17 million. It is a bit scary
to even think about.

So the facts show that we have had a
very strong recovery. Are we done? Ab-
solutely not. There is much more work
to do to ensure the recovery reaches
everyone. Big challenges remain. Many
families are struggling to make ends
meet, to make the mortgage payment,
to save for their children’s education.
We need faster wage growth, accessible
child care, and higher education that is
affordable to all families. It is time to
pass comprehensive immigration re-
form and to protect Americans from
gun violence.

I am excited about the opportunity
to make real progress on these issues
this year, and I look forward to work-
ing in a bipartisan way to continue to
focus on the challenges facing middle
class families.

——
PRO-LIFE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. RATCLIFFE) for 5 minutes.
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Mr. RATCLIFFE. Mr. Speaker, the
Declaration of Independence contains a
passage that every student in America
learns at an early age. It explains that
each of us are endowed by our Creator
with certain inalienable rights, chief
among them the right to life. This
highlights and reminds us just how
much our Founders valued the right to
life.

As an elected Representative, the
words in our Declaration that follow
are equally compelling: To secure these
rights, governments are instituted
among men. How often we forget that
government exists first and foremost
to secure the right to life.

Now, this is an immense responsi-
bility, one that I take very seriously,
because one of the highest honors I
have in representing the Fourth Con-
gressional District of Texas is defend-
ing the most vulnerable among us, our
unborn children. I am proud to have a
voting record that reflects my unwav-
ering commitment to protecting un-
born life and ending taxpayer funding
of abortion.

I will also be the first to tell you that
legislators represent only one piece of
the puzzle in the ongoing and vital ef-
fort to promote a culture of life. There
are literally thousands of unsung pro-
life heroes in the Fourth Congressional
District of Texas, whose effort to pro-
mote a culture of life are not about
gaining recognition or notoriety, but
are simply rooted in an abiding sense
of protecting the inalienable right to
life, which our Founding Fathers spoke
of.

I would like to take this opportunity
to recognize a few of these pro-life he-
roes in my district, people like Melanie
Grammar and Deborah Butts with the
Texas Federation of Republican
Women; Michelle Smith and Ann
Hettinger in Rockwall, Texas; Chip
Adami at the True Options Pregnancy
Center in Sherman; Mason Randall and
Robin Stevenson at Lake Pointe
Church Adoption Ministry; Kristie
Wright at the First Choice Pregnancy
Resource Center in Texarkana; Threesa
Sadler and Tim Stainback at the Raffa
Center in Greenville; Joanne Vuckovic
at the Rockwall Pregnancy Resource
Center; and the great folks at both the
Paris and Fannin Pregnancy Care Cen-
ters.

The dedication of individuals like
these and thousands of others across
the Fourth Congressional District of
Texas is appreciated, it is necessary,
and it certainly does not go unnoticed.
Thank you all for your commitment to
protecting the incredibly important
cause of life.

—————

BILL TO COMPREHENSIVELY AD-
DRESS COMPACT IMPACT IN AF-
FECTED JURISDICTIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Guam (Ms. BORDALLO) for 5 minutes.

Ms. BORDALLO. Mr. Speaker, today
I introduced legislation that will help
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address the impact of the Compact of
Free Association—these are the Pacific
Islands—on affected jurisdictions like
Guam and the State of Hawaii.

I continue to support the intent of
the Compact, and I do understand the
benefits that these agreements have for
our Nation and our security. However,
the costs borne by our local govern-
ments amount to millions of dollars for
providing social services to Compact
migrants are unsustainable, and Con-
gress must act to provide relief for af-
fected jurisdictions who have spent
millions of local funds to support the
Compact and the migrants.

COFA migrants make positive con-
tributions to our community, but in-
sufficient support from the Federal
Government causes a significant socio-
economic strain on our island commu-
nities. This strain only increases, espe-
cially with uncertain economic condi-
tions in the Freely Associated States,
as well as the impact climate change is
having on Pacific Island nations.

The bill I am introducing, as well as
proposals that I have made in the past,
will provide relief and empower local
jurisdictions with solutions to reduce
the burden of the Compact.

The best solution to Compact impact
would be an increase in annual manda-
tory funding from the current $30 mil-
lion to the $185 million recommended
by the GAO. However, the current
budget environment makes appro-
priating this very difficult.

Nonetheless, I am proud to also co-
sponsor another bill, a bill introduced
by Congressman TAKAI of the State of
Hawaii, that would increase this an-
nual appropriation, and I hope that we
can at least have a debate on this
measure.

However, as we work to find long-
term solutions to Compact impact, I
believe that there are important and
innovative fixes that would provide
much-needed relief to our local govern-
ments without much cost to taxpayers.

Now, this approach is a more budget-
friendly way to address this challenge.
The bill’s provisions address four areas
to reduce the burden.
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First, my bill would permit the af-
fected jurisdictions to use the amount
that they have spent to provide social
services to COFA migrants toward the
non-Federal portion of providing Med-
icaid to their local residents. The bill
proposes a new formula that would in-
crease the Federal medical assistance
percentage for each of the affected ju-
risdictions, and this would go a long
way toward alleviating the burden on
affected jurisdictions by increasing the
percentage assistance provided by the
Federal Government for Medicaid.

Secondly, the bill would categorize
elementary and secondary education-
aged COFA students as federally con-
nected students and make them eligi-
ble for Impact Aid. I understand the
fiscal challenges that the Impact Aid
community faces, and I am committed



H290

to working with them to address the
effect this bill may have on them. The
bill attempts to offset this effect by in-
creasing funding authorization and en-
sures that we are not taking from one
group just to pay another.

Thirdly, this legislation would clar-
ify Congress’ intent when we extended
eligibility for housing assistance pro-
grams to the COFA migrants. This bill
ensures that U.S. citizens, nationals, or
lawful permanent residents are not dis-
placed and are given priority when ap-
plying for housing benefits.

Lastly, Mr. Speaker, this bill would
commission independent research on
the viability of the current compacts
and make recommendations on policy
alternatives moving forward. I do hope
that this research will provide stra-
tegic guidance as we move toward re-
newal of the compacts in 2023 and en-
sure that we are administering these
agreements in the best way.

I am so very pleased to count the
gentleman from Hawaii (Mr. TAKAI) as
an original cosponsor of my bill.

As this Congress discusses solutions
for the crisis in Puerto Rico, it is im-
portant that we also discuss challenges
that the other territories face, espe-
cially the challenge of supporting the
Compact of Free Association. While
the challenges facing affected jurisdic-
tions are nowhere near as serious as
Puerto Rico, Mr. Speaker, doing noth-
ing would only welcome economic and
security challenges down the road.

I do look forward to this bill becom-
ing law and it being a tremendous help
to jurisdictions affected by the Com-
pact impact.

————

INDEPENDENCE PLAZA HONORS
AMERICA’S SPACE PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. OLSON) for 5 minutes.

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, in the sum-
mer of 1972, my dad was transferred
from northwest Alabama to southeast
Texas. I remember the first time I got
off the Gulf Freeway, headed east down
NASA Road 1, and saw the Johnson
Space Center and the Nassau Bay re-
sort hotel with an NBC studio on top.
Right then, it hit me: my neighbors
were astronauts, Moon walkers. My life
was changed forever.

The next 9 years were rather dull.
Three missions of Skylab and one
handshake with the Russians on Apol-
lo-Soyuz.

The excitement came back in 1981.
The Space Shuttle Columbia flew for
the first time. The space shuttle was
the heart and soul of human
spaceflight until July 21, 2011, when
three words ended the program: ‘‘Hous-
ton, wheels stop.”

Those words were heard in the dark,
4:57 a.m. Texas time. My home was
dark for 4% years. That darkness will
end on January 23 when Space Center
Houston opens Independence Plaza
right by the Johnson Space Center.
Independence Plaza will have the Space
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Shuttle Independence 747
transport carrier.

Our space shuttles flew 133 successful
flights, with crews as small as two or
as large as seven, with 55,000 pounds of
payload. Our shuttles carried astro-
nauts from 17 nations: Belgium, Can-
ada, France, Israel, Germany, the
Netherlands, Spain, Sweden, Switzer-
land, Japan, Mexico, Russia, Saudi
Arabia, Slovakia, and America.

Our shuttle built the International
Space Station, which has had a human
being on board since November 2, 2000.
Scott Kelly has been on board the ISS
since March 27, 2015. Scott must love
the view because he will come home
after 1 year in orbit.

The Hubble Space Telescope would
have been the biggest piece of space
junk ever without the space shuttle.
When it was launched in 1990, it was a
telescope that needed glasses. Its vi-
sion was blurry. Five shuttle missions
followed, fixed its vision, gave it dec-
ades of new life, and changed history.

But Independence Plaza will do more
than remind us of the achievements of
our space shuttle. This exhibit will en-
sure we never forget the two crews we
lost on space shuttles. Dick, Michael,
Judy, Ron, Ellison, Greg, and Christa
touched the face of God when Chal-
lenger exploded after 73 seconds of
flight on January 28, 1986. Eighteen
years later, on February 1, 2003, we lost
Rick, Willie, Michael, Kalpana, David,
Laurel, and Ilan when Columbia re-
turned mortally wounded and broke up
over their home, my home State of
Texas. Independence Plaza will ensure
that these 14 heroes will always be re-
vered, and a new, young generation of
Americans will follow their lead and
soar into the heavens.

———————

PRESIDENT OBAMA’S FINAL
STATE OF THE UNION MESSAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
one recalls the state of the Union that
President Obama inherited upon taking
office: overwhelming problems occa-
sioned by the near collapse of the econ-
omy, 700,000 jobs lost before he was
even in office half a month. It would
take many months more to arrest the
slide. There were fierce battles, argu-
ments about whether we should spend
money to try to help people and indus-
tries.

His work was complicated by the an-
nouncement early on by the Repub-
lican leader in the Senate that his
number one goal was not to fix the
economy or deal with health care or
the environment or national security;
it was to prevent President Obama
from being reelected to a second term.

Time has shown that the money that
was spent was critical, and most inde-
pendent experts agree that we should
have invested more heavily in things
like rebuilding and renewing America.

atop the
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Even so, our performance has been bet-
ter than any of the other developed
economies.

Those results were achieved with di-
visions and arguments that continue to
be played out today on the national po-
litical stage as there are people seek-
ing the Presidency later this year. But
my hope is that, as the President ad-
dresses this Chamber tonight, there
might be an opportunity to move past
some of the divisions and controversy.

My hope is, as the President looks up
in the gallery and sees the First Lady,
that he might pause and acknowledge
her important work in health and nu-
trition; that he might spend just 3 min-
utes on a topic that can bring people
together; that he would admit that we
as a government still pay too much to
the wrong people to grow the wrong
crops in the wrong places, that we
would be far better off if we weren’t
subsidizing people to grow food that ac-
tually makes Americans sick.

I would hope that he would propose
that the Federal Government help
more farmers and ranchers with re-
search and market access at home and
abroad. Let’s pay those farmers and
ranchers to protect water quality and
water quantity.

I would hope that he would propose
that we subsidize more healthy food in
our schools and for senior citizens and
low-income people.

I would hope that he would acknowl-
edge the revolution that is taking
place in food and agricultural thought
and policy in this country, as docu-
mented in the recent PBS special, “‘In
Defense of Food,” with Michael Pollan.

There is an exciting national move-
ment promoting value-added agri-
culture, healthy food, animal welfare,
and environmental protection that will
strengthen rural and small town Amer-
ica and provide more satisfaction for
the men and women who work in agri-
culture.

It would only take 3 minutes, but it
would be an important milestone for
this revolution of food and farm policy
that cannot happen soon enough.

——————

RECOGNIZING COACH FRANK
BEAMER ON HIS RETIREMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. GRIFFITH) for 5 minutes.

Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize Coach Frank
Beamer on the occasion of his retire-
ment as the head football coach at Vir-
ginia Polytechnic Institute and State
University—more commonly Kknown
and fondly known as Virginia Tech—Ilo-
cated in Blacksburg, Virginia, as Coach
Beamer concludes his highly successful
career. For almost three decades,
Coach Beamer has been a tremendous
leader in Virginia and a mentor to hun-
dreds of student athletes.

In 29 seasons under Coach Beamer’s
leadership, Virginia Tech football has
enjoyed unprecedented success, notch-
ing 237 wins, three Big East champion-
ships, four Atlantic Coast Conference
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championships, and the opportunity to
play for a national championship. His
“Beamer Ball”’ style of play has led
Virginia Tech to become one of the Na-
tion’s most respected college football
programs.

In 1999, Coach Beamer was named the

consensus Associated Press College
Football Coach of the Year.
Coach Beamer’s first postseason

berth as head coach at Virginia Tech
was a trip to the 1993 Independence
Bowl game, which resulted in a victory
for the Hokies. It was only fitting that
Coach Beamer ended his coaching ca-
reer with a 55-52 victory over the Uni-
versity of Tulsa in the 2015 Independ-
ence Bowl, capping off a school record
23 straight postseason bowl games.

Raised a short drive from
Blacksburg, in Hillsville, Virginia,
Coach Beamer graduated from

Hillsville High School, where he earned
11 varsity letters as a three-sport ath-
lete in football, basketball, and base-
ball. He went on to attend Virginia
Tech as an undergraduate and started 3
years as a cornerback, playing on the
Hokies’ 1966 and 1968 Liberty Bowl
teams.

While attending Radford University
to receive his master’s degree in guid-
ance, he began his coaching career in
1969 as an assistant at southwest Vir-
ginia’s Radford High School.
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From there, he went on to work as a
graduate assistant at Maryland for 1
year, followed by the Citadel for five
seasons, where he was defensive coordi-
nator for two of those.

In 1979, Coach Beamer joined Murray
State University as defensive coordi-
nator and was named head coach in
1981.

In 1987, he made his way back to his
native southwest Virginia to take the
reins at Virginia Tech. He has brought
honor to southwest Virginia and Vir-
ginia Tech by always being the con-
summate Virginia gentleman and a
darn good football coach to boot.

He has devoted his time and passion
to the teams he has coached as well as
the greater southwest Virginia commu-
nity. In fact, in 2004, he was presented
with a Humanitarian Award by the Na-
tional Conference of Community and
Justice for his contributions to fos-
tering justice, equity, and community
in the Roanoke Valley.

As evidenced by his incredible suc-
cess, Coach Beamer has much to be
proud of and can look back on an hon-
est and accomplished career. His pas-
sion for coaching led him to achieve
what many coaches only dream of.

He has positively shaped the futures
and touched the lives of the Virginia
boys and girls that he has dealt with—
particularly, the boys on his football
team—and has made us a better State.
This is truly the great measure of a
great coach.

Mr. Speaker, I am honored to help
commemorate the career of a remark-
able man. After 29 years of dedicated
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leadership to Virginia Tech and the
greater community, I would like to
thank Coach Beamer for his service. I
wish him and his family all of the best
in his retirement.

———
TRIBUTE TO OTIS CLAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to pay tribute to Mr.
Otis Clay, an outstanding international
artist who lived, worked, and was inti-
mately involved in the North Lawndale
community of Chicago, which I am
proud to represent.

Otis Clay was born in Waxhaw, Mis-
sissippi, and ultimately made his way
to the west side of Chicago, where he
made his home.

Otis began his musical career as a
gospel singer and, like many other art-
ists, switched over to rhythm and blues
and recorded his first hit in 1967,
“That’s How it is When You're in
Love,” which reached number 34 on the
national charts.

Otis performed and recorded in Eu-
rope, Japan, and Switzerland. Although
Otis Clay reached national acclaim, he
continued to live in the North
Lawndale community, was a regular at
local churches, festivals, and commu-
nity events. He established his own re-
cording studio, owned a local cleaners,
and was known as a regular in the com-
munity.

I was fortunate to have Otis Clay at-
tend and perform at many events that
I sponsored over the years, and it was
indeed an honor to be able to call him
my personal friend.

Otis was involved with the Tobacco
Road Project and was instrumental,
along with Alderman Dorothy Tillman,
in establishing the Harold Washington
Cultural Center in the Third Ward on
the south side of Chicago.

My neighborhood and our world com-
munity has lost a great artist and en-
tertainer, but also a great human
being. I extend condolences to his fam-
ily. I know that, when the gates swing
open, Otis Clay will come walking in.

———

E-FREE ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. FITZPATRICK) for 5
minutes.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise to tell the story of Sabrina
Fregoso of Diamond Springs, Cali-
fornia. Sabrina is one of the tens of
thousands of women harmed by the
permanent sterilization device Essure.

In August of 2012, Sabrina welcomed
her fourth child, at which time she dis-
cussed permanent sterilization with
her physician. Her doctor rec-
ommended Essure and assured her that
the procedure was safe.

Immediately following the Essure
procedure, Sabrina began to notice a
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consistent and substantial decline in
her health, including losing control of
her bowels, extensive weight gain, se-
vere bloating, hair loss, and sores cov-
ering her body. Her lower back, hips,
and leg joints became painful. She ex-
perienced numbness in her feet and
sharp heel pain that made it difficult
to walk.

Mr. Speaker, today I rise again as
their voice to tell this Chamber that
their stories are real, their pain is real,
and their fight is real.

My bill, the E-Free Act, can halt this
tragedy by removing this dangerous de-
vice from the market. I urge my col-
leagues to join in this fight because
stories like Sabrina’s are too impor-
tant to ignore.

———

KEMP FORUM: ANTIPOVERTY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. DoLD) for 5 minutes.

Mr. DOLD. Mr. Speaker, this past
weekend brought together a group of
innovators at the Kemp Forum on Ex-
panding Opportunity in South Caro-
lina. This important forum highlighted
new and creative ideas to address the
stubborn problem of poverty in Amer-
ica.

The Federal Government spends
more than half a trillion dollars each
and every year on antipoverty meas-
ures. That is a significant devotion of
resources. Yet, while some progress has
been made in the last 50 years, today
there are still nearly 50 million Ameri-
cans living in poverty.

Nobody would deny that the results
fall far short from where they need to
be. This is because, at the end of the
day, success in the war on poverty is
measured not at the program level, but
on the individual level. Success isn’t
about how many programs exist, but
how many people can improve their
lives by moving up and out of poverty.

Mr. Speaker, one of the fundamental
principles of this great Nation is the
idea of freedom of opportunity, the op-
portunity to find work, to support
yourself, and to support your family.

By working with local community
groups like YouthBuild and leaders
like Bob Woodson, I have been able to
see numerous success stories, like my
guest for tonight’s State of the Union
address, Lavell Brown.

This young man has successfully
worked with community groups in
North Chicago to grow as an individual
and to get on a path to a sustainable
career, and he is now giving back to
others at YouthBuild Lake County.

This model of empowering the indi-
vidual and helping them develop the
skills needed to escape poverty is what
we need to replicate millions of times
over. If we can combine the focus on in-
dividuals with a relentless drive to in-
novate, I am confident that, in the
next 50 years, our efforts to end pov-
erty and provide greater opportunities
will be a success.
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RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until noon
today.

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 8 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess.

———
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. GRAVES of Louisiana) at
noon.

————
PRAYER
Reverend Nathaniel Demosthene,
First Timothy Christian Church,

Spring Valley, New York, offered the
following prayer:

Dear Heavenly Father, it is with
thanksgiving and a mournful heart
that we approach this day as we re-
member the lives lost and tragically
affected by the earthquake in Haiti 6
years ago this day.

Today we are grateful, God, for the
lives rescued by the actions of our
President as well as the bipartisan en-
deavors of the Members of this Con-
gress and the heroic men and women in
the armed services.

We pray for our elected Representa-
tives in this assembly and ask that
You imbue them with wisdom as they
face ever-increasing difficult and com-
plex decisions concerning the direction
of this country. Enable them to act re-
sponsibly and selflessly in the fulfill-
ment of their oaths of office.

Bless our Nation and teach us to le-
verage our resources to ameliorate the
lives of our global citizens, especially
the most vulnerable among them, both
domestic and abroad.

Amen.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Washington (Mr. KIL-
MER) come forward and lead the House
in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. KILMER led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

WELCOMING REVEREND
NATHANIEL DEMOSTHENE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentlewoman from New
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York (Mrs. LOWEY) is recognized for 1
minute.

There was no objection.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
thank Reverend Nathaniel ‘‘Nate”
Demosthene of Nyack, New York, for
offering today’s opening prayer.

A graduate of Spring Valley High
School and of Yale University, Pastor
Nate teaches in the East Ramapo Cen-
tral School District and at Rockland
Community College.

For the last 5 years, he has led First
Timothy Christian Church, which,
under his guidance, has been a source
of support for Haitian Americans in
our community following the dev-
astating earthquake in Haiti.

Together we will continue to work
toward our shared goals of democracy,
prosperity, and success for the Haitian
people.

Again I thank Pastor Nate for his ex-
cellent work and for being here today.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain up to 15 further re-
quests for l-minute speeches on each
side of the aisle.

—————

REJECT EPA’S POWER GRAB OF
THE WATERS OF THE UNITED
STATES

(Mr. LAMALFA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, this
week we will send a measure to the
President that rejects the EPA’s
waters of the United States power
grab, a measure that the Senate has al-
ready joined us in supporting.

The EPA’s plan would grant it juris-
diction over fully 95 percent of my
home State of California, allowing an
unaccountable Federal agency to insert
itself into land use decisions across the
State. In my district, residents have
experienced Federal actions so ludi-
crous that I can’t make them up.

In Tehama County, a farmer was
fined for planting wheat in a manner
that the government claimed damaged
navigable waters. Never mind that the
farm has been listed as a wheat allot-
ment by the USDA for decades.

In another instance, the government
used the Clean Water Act to attack a
family farm for shifting to more effi-
cient irrigation systems, this during a
drought in California. Imagine getting
fined for saving water.

In both instances, the government
sanctioned farmers for activities that
are clearly exempt under the Clean
Water Act.

In fact, language I sponsored to
defund the regulation of exempt activi-
ties was signed into law in December;
yet, the EPA persists in these illegal
activities.

When Congress can’t trust Federal
agencies to use the authority they al-
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ready have and when we can’t trust
them to follow clear congressional di-
rection, how can we possibly consider
granting them more power and more
responsibility?

—————

IN HONOR OF U.S. ARMY STAFF
SERGEANT MATTHEW McCLINTOCK

(Mr. KILMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. KILMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
recognize U.S. Army Staff Sergeant
Matthew McClintock, a fallen hero who
answered the call to serve his country.

Last week I had the solemn honor of
joining his family—his wife, Ali, his 3-
month-old son, Declan, his parents, and
others—at Dover Air Force Base for
Sergeant McClintock’s final trip home.
It was an experience I will never forget.
It is important that his service and the
sacrifice that he and his family have

made be acknowledged here in the
House of Representatives.
Sergeant McClintock joined the

Army in 2006, and he served in both
Iraq and Afghanistan. On his most re-
cent deployment, he was serving as a
citizen soldier in a National Guard Spe-
cial Forces unit.

Not only will he be remembered as a
Green Beret and as a hero, he will be
remembered as a loving son, husband,
and father who was so proud to wel-
come his son into the world. That
world is stronger and better because of
his service.

Nothing we can say can ease his fam-
ily’s pain, but I can promise that the
service of this hero and his sacrifice
will not be forgotten. It will live on in
the memories of those he called com-
rades and in the memories of his com-
manders, who routinely cite the exam-
ple he set.

It will live on in the gratitude of this
Nation. Most importantly, it will live
on with his wife, son, and other family
members, who knew better than any-
one else his love for his country and for
the people in his life.

————

THE PRESIDENT’S PUSH ON GUN
CONTROL

(Mr. ALLEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
discuss the President’s proposed execu-
tive actions on gun control. And you
will probably hear more about this to-
night, right here in this Chamber.

The Second Amendment has been
engrained in American life since 1791,
and, since then, Congress has been
committed to preserving those con-
stitutional rights. However, the Presi-
dent has a different agenda.

His proposed plan on gun control is
yet another example of his unconstitu-
tional legislative strategy, using exec-
utive orders and circumventing Con-
gress to get his way.

Recent events have shown us that
Americans deserve the right to protect
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themselves, and stripping law-abiding
citizens of their right to bear arms will
not accomplish that.

The American people do not want to
see their Second Amendment rights
limited, and neither do I. I will do ev-
erything in my power to fight against
this administration’s gun grab.

For 225 years, Americans have had
the right to bear arms, and I am not
about to see this right be compromised
for the sake of a political legacy. The
Constitution is not merely a signifi-
cance. It is the law of the land.

———

END THE OVER-PRESCRIPTION OF
PAIN KILLERS

(Mr. HIGGINS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, last
month the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention issued guidelines that
urge primary care physicians to think
twice before prescribing opioids for
pain relief. I strongly support their
call. Last year I asked the Federation
of State Medical Boards to encourage
stronger guidelines as well.

New research suggests that the over-
prescription of opioids may be wide-
spread across the medical community.
Pain management is an important part
of a physician’s practice, but it is crit-
ical that prescribers understand when
options other than these highly addict-
ive drugs are available.

Mr. Speaker, last year the number of
fatal overdoses from prescription pain-
killers increased by 16 percent and,
from heroin, 28 percent. There are
19,000 Americans who lost their lives,
and more die every day.

I thank the Centers for Disease Con-
trol and Prevention for their work on
this issue, and I urge the administra-
tion, Congress, and the medical com-
munity to end the over-prescription of
painkillers.

———

THE PRESIDENT’S LEGACY OF
FAILURE

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, this evening the President
will address Congress and the Amer-
ican people and will defend his legacy
of failure in jobs, national defense, and
more gun control.

The President’s legacy has destroyed
jobs and has increased regulations that
cripple small business. He should
change course to support creating jobs
and reducing unnecessary regulations,
and he should repeal ObamaCare.

The President’s legacy overseas—
abandoning Iraq, not upholding the red
line in Syria, and opposing a NATO
training force in Libya—allowed ISIS
to grow, with children fleeing, drown-
ing at sea.

The President should change course
to actually destroy ISIS. American
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families need a positive plan for vic-
tory in the global war on terrorism.

The President’s legacy of more gun
control would not have stopped any of
the mass attacks. The President should
change course to reform mental health
and to stop terrorists from attacking
American families.

I join the rest of America in hoping
the President offers a positive agenda
for the American people tonight, not
more Big Government failure.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and may the President, by his actions,
never forget September the 11th in the
global war on terrorism.

———

2015 NCAA FOOTBALL NATIONAL
CHAMPIONSHIP VICTORY

(Ms. SEWELL of Alabama asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today with Congressman ROB-
ERT ADERHOLT, as well as with the rest
of the Alabama delegation, to con-
gratulate Coach Nick Saban and the
Crimson Tide for a tremendous victory
last night in the NCAA National Foot-
ball Championship.

What can I say? Roll Tide.

The win represents the 16th National
Football Championship for the Crimson
Tide and the fourth national title in 7
years under the leadership of Coach
Nick Saban. What an awesome record.

The State of Alabama and its delega-
tion are extremely proud of the tal-
ented football players, coaches, stu-
dents, and fans. From Heisman Trophy
winner Derrick Henry, quarterback
Jake Coker, and the tremendous 95-
yvard run of Kenyan Drake, all of the
players—the entire 2015 team—deserve
our applause and congratulations. This
team will join the annals of Tide his-
tory as one of the 16 national cham-
pionship teams. What an honor.

We also acknowledge the Clemson
University Tigers for a great season
and a great championship game last
night.

I want to personally acknowledge
Representative JEFF DUNCAN and his
staff for the friendly wager and the
spirited banter on social media. I know
that Congressman DUNCAN will look
great on the Capitol steps in the Bear
Bryant houndstooth hat and in the
University of Alabama tie. Now bring
on that South Carolina barbecue.

Once again, we, the Alabama delega-
tion, stand here today with slight hu-
mility and great pride to congratulate
the Crimson Tide of the University of
Alabama as the 2015 National Football
Champion.

What do we say collectively? Roll
Tide.

———————

SERVICEMEMBERS RETIREMENT
IMPROVEMENT ACT
(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)
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Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, most of America’s Guard and
Reserve forces also hold civilian jobs in
addition to their military service; but,
unfortunately, the IRS doesn’t treat
these heroes fairly when it comes to
their retirement savings.

Right now, if a Guard or a Reserve
servicemember decides to benefit from
a Thrift Savings Plan, or TSP, match,
then the IRS may limit the member’s
ability to save for retirement simply
because he also has a civilian career.

This is wrong, which is why I will be
introducing the Servicemembers Re-
tirement Improvement Act. I am
pleased that the bill is supported by a
wide range of military and veteran ad-
vocacy groups.

Just because they happen to be serv-
ing our country, our servicemembers
shouldn’t be penalized when it comes
to saving for their retirements. We are
working hard to right this wrong.

———

THE STATE OF THE UNION’S
EMPTY SEAT

(Ms. HAHN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. HAHN. Mr. Speaker, tonight, for
the first time, there will be one empty
seat in our First Lady’s box for the
State of the Union Address. One seat
will be left open next to Ryan Reyes,
whose boyfriend, Daniel Kaufman, was
shot and killed in the recent terrorist
attack in San Bernardino. That open
seat will represent Daniel and all of the
Americans who have lost their lives to
gun violence.

Tonight, when I look at that empty
chair, I am going to be thinking about
Mary Matsumoto, a 72-year-old woman
who was shot and killed in San Pedro
last January; Armando Bejar, a 15-
year-old boy who was shot and killed in
Compton in September; Lucille Wills, a
T4-year-old woman who was shot and
killed in Carson in April; Emmanuel
Sosa, an 18-year-old young man who
was shot and killed in Wilmington,
California, in June.

That seat will represent the 436 peo-
ple who have been shot and killed in
just Los Angeles County alone since
the last State of the Union.
Heartbreakingly, if we were to save
empty seats for each one of those vic-
tims, every seat on the House floor to-
night would be empty.

——
O 1215

HONORING THE LIFE OF HOWARD
GAMBLE

(Mr. GOSAR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor the life and memory of
Dr. Richard Howard Gamble of Shef-
field, Alabama, who passed away on
Christmas Day.

Howard served as a giant in the field
of dentistry where he held numerous
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leadership positions, including the
president of the Academy of General
Dentistry, president of the Alabama
AGD chapter, and president of the Ala-
bama Dental Association.

Additionally, Howard devoted 17
years of public service to the State of
Alabama serving as mayor of Sheffield,
police and fire commissioner, city
councilman, and Colbert County com-
missioner.

However, I am sure that Howard
would be most proud of his record serv-
ing our country in the United States
Air Force.

Despite these impressive accomplish-
ments, Howard didn’t live to rack up
titles or positions. He lived to fulfill
his mission of making a difference in
the lives of his patients and his com-
munity. In that regard, Howard was a
huge success.

On a personal note, I am incredibly
proud to follow in Howard Gamble’s
footsteps as a dentist who answered the
call of public service and to call How-
ard a personal friend. His lifelong con-
tributions to advancing the field of
dentistry will not be forgotten.

Finally, I would like to honor How-
ard, a graduate of the University of
Alabama School of Dentistry, by say-
ing two words that Howard would want
to hear more than anything else: ‘“Roll
Tide.”

Thanks for all the smiles, Howard.
You will be missed.

——————

IN HONOR OF JOSEPH JACKSON,
JR.

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission
to address the House for 1 minute and
to revise and extend her remarks.)

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
honor of Joseph Jackson, Jr., a resi-
dent of my hometown of Anaheim,
California.

Mr. Jackson was born on April 14,
1937, to a domestic worker and a jan-
itor in Memphis, Tennessee, during the
height of segregation.

His tremendous civil rights contribu-
tions date back to 1960 when he was
elected as the Youth Council president
of the NAACP at Tougaloo College,
Mississippi.

On March 27, 1961, as a young college
student, Mr. Jackson participated in a
peaceful civil rights movement with
eight others. You see, he wanted to be
able to go into the Jackson, Mis-
sissippi, Municipal Library. They did a
sit in—a ‘“‘read in,” they called it.
These nine civil rights students were
recognized as the Tougaloo Nine.

Mr. Jackson’s desegregation move-
ment started small, but his efforts led
our Nation to ultimately desegregate
public institutions.

As we celebrate Martin Luther King,
Jr.’s Day, he has had an incredible im-
pact, but let us not forget the Tougaloo
Nine.

We honor Mr. Joseph Jackson, Jr.,
and the Tougaloo Nine for their his-
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toric achievements, nonviolent activ-
ism, and their courage to advocate for
a civil society.

———

HONORING THE LIFE OF JOHN
BENTLEY

(Mr. WEBER of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. WEBER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise today to honor a dear friend and
compatriot, John Bentley of League
City. John lost his fight to cancer on
December 20. He was a mere 73 years
old.

John and his beloved Geri, his wife,
moved to League City in 1999 where
they immersed themselves into the
community by getting involved in
local politics, nonprofits, and the local
church.

John served on the Galveston County
Health District’s United Board of
Health and served as a chair for pre-
cinct 152 for the county Republican
Party. He also helped form the Bay
Area Pachyderm Club where he was the
club’s vice president this year.

John was very passionate about local
politics and became a very influential
figure in our county. Along with his
wife Geri, they established the Clear
Lake Tea Party in 2009 where John
served as the group’s chairman in 2010.

It is with great sadness I must say
good-bye to my friend, but it is impor-
tant that we celebrate his life and be
comforted in the fact that he is now
with our Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ.

—————
MARTIN LUTHER KING DAY

(Ms. GRAHAM asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise in advance of Martin Luther King
Day to recognize Dr. King and the ad-
vocates of peace, equality, and social
justice who continue his work today.

Dr. King spoke of a dream: that his
children would grow up in a world
where they would not be judged by the
color of their skin, but by the content
of their character. Thanks to his work
and sacrifice, I have had the benefit of
growing up in a changing world where
our content is more important than
the color of our skin.

We still have more work to do. I want
my children to grow up in a changed
world where, regardless of race, gender,
or sexual orientation, we can all be
treated equally.

I hope this Congress will remember
Dr. King and will continue to work to
ensure that all Americans have the
right to vote, equality under the law,
and the opportunity to succeed.

———

SANCTITY AND DIGNITY OF
EVERY HUMAN LIFE

(Mr. POMPEO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Speaker, during
his visit this September, less than 20
feet from where I stand, Pope Francis
stood before this Congress and encour-
aged us ‘“‘to protect, by means of the
law, the image and likeness fashioned
by God on every human face.”
Throughout my time representing the
people of Kansas, I have fought to de-
fend the sanctity and dignity of every
human life and to honor this Papal ad-
monition.

Next week, on January 22, the anni-
versary of the Supreme Court’s deci-
sion in Roe v. Wade, hundreds of young
people from all across Kansas will
come together at the March for Life,
united in their mission to advocate for
the unborn. They will come from
Kapaun Mt. Carmel High School, from
Bishop Carroll High School, from Con-
away Springs, from Colwich, from
Chanute, and from all across the
Fourth District of Kansas.

I am proud that despite the millions
of abortions that have been performed
in the United States since Roe, that
these young people remain steadfast in
their efforts to end this unspeakable
violence which has acted as a scourge
against the unborn for far too long.

As these young people march on
America’s front lawn, the National
Mall, T am encouraged that together we
can secure the right for the life of the
unborn and end a practice that runs
contrary to the most sacred principles
on which this Nation was founded.

———————

RECOGNIZING THE LIFE OF
GEORGE MACOMBER
(Ms. KUSTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-

marks.)
Ms. KUSTER. Mr. Speaker, as chair
of the Congressional Ski and

Snowboard Caucus, I rise today to rec-
ognize the life of George Macomber, an
accomplished New England business
leader, a mentor, and a very dear friend
who passed away in December.

Throughout his career, George was
stalwart in his business, his athletic
prowess, and his philanthropy. He was
an Olympic ski racer on the U.S. ski
team in 1948 and 1952, an official for the
BEastern Amateur Ski Association, and
a leader in business and philanthropy
as president of the George B.H.
Macomber Corporation.

He loved the challenge and thrill of
downhill ski racing, and he was a
founder in 1957 of Wildcat Mountain
Ski Area in my district in Pinkham,
New Hampshire.

Yet, as George found such extraor-
dinary success, he never forgot to give
back to his community. Over the years,
he was a fierce supporter and advocate
for many important causes in Boston
and throughout New England.

He was the father of three extraor-
dinary ski racers and the grandfather
of several more. He and his wife Andy
masterfully balanced their ski racing
careers, their successful business ca-
reer, and their generous philanthropy.
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George Macomber will be missed by
many, but his legacy of generosity, en-
trepreneurship, and extraordinary
athleticism will live on for years to
come. He will be sadly missed.

————
EVERY LIFE IS PRECIOUS

(Mr. EMMER of Minnesota asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. EMMER of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I stand today in defense of in-
nocent life. My wife Jacquie and I are
blessed with seven wonderful children,
each with their own unique gifts that
they bring to the world.

I am and always have been pro-life. I
am also opposed to Federal funding of
abortion.

On January 6, the House sent the Re-
storing Americans’ Healthcare Free-
dom Reconciliation Act to the Presi-
dent’s desk. This bill would have made
Planned Parenthood, the largest abor-
tion provider in the United States, in-
eligible for much of the Federal fund-
ing it receives, instead reallocating
those funds to provide for other wom-
en’s health centers.

Unfortunately, the President put pol-
itics ahead of policy and vetoed the
bill. The fight is far from over.

This year on the 43rd anniversary of
Roe v. Wade, I join many Americans in
mourning the death of the more than
56 million babies who have been lost.
The bill passed by Congress is proof the
American public is determined now
more than ever to maintain the stand-
ard and principle that every life is pre-
cious and must be protected.

———

CALIFORNIA WATER LEGISLATION

(Mr. COSTA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to inform that even if the El Nino rains
and snows continue, the drought crisis
in California is not over. The need to
get California water legislation passed
and signed into law in Washington and
Sacramento is more urgent now than
ever.

While the people I represent are hurt-
ing and over 1 million acres of some of
the most productive farmland in the
world goes unplanted, people in our
country and around the world, sadly,
go hungry. If this El Nino effect con-
tinues, there will be an opportunity to
move water to arguably the driest part
of California, which I represent a part
of. Therefore, Congress must pass legis-
lation that can provide short-term re-
lief so water can be delivered to the
San Joaquin Valley, because the liveli-
hood of our farmers, farm workers, and
farm communities depend on it. There
still is time.

We have a broken water system in
California. It is time we fix it. Failing
to pass legislation to fix our broken
water system is irresponsible and a dis-
service to all Californians, including
the people who I represent.
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TERRORISTS ATTEMPTING TO
COMMIT GENOCIDE AGAINST
CHRISTIAN BELIEVERS

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, the most
ancient Christian communities of all
are in the Middle East where faith has
been handed down in unbroken succes-
sion since the Apostles. It is there that
terrorists are attempting to commit
genocide against Christian believers.

To an alarming extent, they are suc-
ceeding. For the first time in 16 cen-
turies, there is no Catholic Mass of-
fered in Mosul. Christians were once 15
percent of the population in Syria.
Now, they are less than 5 percent. The
percent in Egypt has been cut in half.
ISIS has over 100 Christians captive,
even as we speak.

Christian refugees are often afraid to
stay at United Nations camps due to
the threats of violence even there. As a
result, there are disproportionately few
Christians among those granted ref-
ugee status by the United States. Only
about 3 percent of Syrian refugees ad-
mitted into the United States are
Christians.

While Christians are perhaps the
most threatened group of all in Syria,
the United States must not allow an-
other genocide to happen on our watch,
and we must ensure that we are help-
ing those who are most vulnerable.

———

SIXTH ANNIVERSARY OF HAITI
EARTHQUAKE

(Ms. LEE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to com-
memorate the sixth anniversary of the
devastating earthquake that struck
the nation of Haiti on January 12, 2010.
Today marks 6 years since the mag-
nitude 7.0 earthquake struck some 15
miles south of Port-au-Prince, which is
Haiti’s population center and the seat
of its government.

The aftermath of the quake was un-
imaginable. It is estimated that as
many as 316,000 people perished and
nearly 1.3 million were displaced. This
tragedy struck in a nation already hob-
bled by grinding poverty, health dis-
parities, and food insecurity.

Today, there remain approximately
147,000 internally displaced people in
Haiti with countless others remaining
displaced outside of IDP camps.

The world and the American people,
though, responded to the earthquake
with compassion and generosity. To
date, the U.S. has contributed billions
to recovery efforts, along with donors
from around the world.

The Assessing Progress in Haiti Act,
which I introduced in the House—it
was a bipartisan effort with Congress-
woman ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN—which
President Obama signed into law 2
years ago, provides critical oversight
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and reporting to ensure that aid be de-
livered in the most effective way pos-
sible. Unfortunately, more work needs
to be done.

———
0 1230

PAYING RESPECTS TO NEIL
RATCHFORD

(Mr. CARTER of Georgia asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to pay respects to Neil
Ratchford, who passed away peacefully
on Sunday at the age of 87.

Mr. Ratchford was born on November
1, 1928. He grew up and lived his entire
87 years in Guyton, Georgia.

He will be remembered as the sausage
man because he made hot meat sau-
sage, a family tradition since 1898. He
continued this family tradition until
1999, when he passed along the business
to his son-in-law.

Throughout his life, he stayed
community- and family-minded, believ-
ing that the best committee meetings
were those with three members and
two absent.

For over 50 years, along with his
friend Lawton Nease, he spearheaded
the 5th Sunday Men’s Breakfast, which
brings fathers and their sons together
for a morning of faithful worship at the
Guyton United Methodist Church.

He was a man of few words but be-
lieved you should make your words
count. In the end, he joins his wife,
Mary Olive, having lived a long, fruit-
ful life raising four children and two
grandsons, who now attend my alma
mater, the University of Georgia.

My thoughts and prayers go out to
his family.

——————

A BANNER YEAR FOR THE LAS
VEGAS VALLEY

(Ms. TITUS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. TITUS. Mr. Speaker, 2015 was a
banner year for the Las Vegas Valley.
We broke records by welcoming more
than 42 million visitors from around
the globe to enjoy all that Las Vegas
has to offer, and that is thanks to the
hardworking men and women at our
hotels, our restaurants, shops, casinos,
and the supporting industries and
agencies.

In particular, I would like to ac-
knowledge Rossi Ralenkotter and his
team at the Las Vegas Convention and
Visitors Authority. The LVCVA has
made Las Vegas not just a great place
to live and work and visit, but also a
brand that is recognizable worldwide.

Last week I had the pleasure of
hosting Transportation Secretary An-
thony Foxx in my district for a tour of
the Consumer Electronics Show and a
roundtable with local government
transportation, tourism, and economic
development leaders. We discussed the
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intersection of transportation policy
and the tourism industry, and we
shared exciting new plans about how to
revitalize our aging infrastructure.

With the passage of the FAST Act
and provisions I helped secure to en-
sure travel and tourism are part of our
transportation planning, we have in
place a long-term bill that will help
bring this vision to life.

Mr. Speaker, 2016 promises to be an
even bigger and better year for Las
Vegas. Come and see and enjoy it for
yourself.

———

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE
THUNDERING HERD

(Mr. CRAMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, if it
seems like I stand here every year
around this same time giving the same
speech congratulating the same foot-
ball team on winning the same na-
tional championship, it is because I do.

I am here again to congratulate the
North Dakota State University Bison
on making football history by winning
their unprecedented fifth FCS national
championship, defeating Jacksonville
State of, yes, Alabama, 37-10 in Frisco,
Texas, last Saturday.

Mr. Speaker, Bismarck’s own Carson
Wentz, our quarterback, earned MVP
status for the second year in a row, an
accomplishment made more remark-
able by the fact that he missed the last
eight games with a broken wrist on his
throwing arm. His backup, freshman
Easton Stick, deserves credit for lead-
ing the Thundering Herd to eight con-
secutive victories en route to Frisco.

Excellence is never accidental, Mr.
Speaker. The coaching staff and the
athletes at Bison Nation earned their
place in history through hard work and
exceptional preparation. These are to
be admired by our Nation and aspired
to by our Nation.

I look forward to standing here next
year to celebrate the green and gold on
winning an FCS six-pack.

Go Bison.

————

WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES

(Mrs. ROBY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. ROBY. Mr. Speaker, this week
we are again taking important and
long-awaited action on behalf of farm-
ers, foresters, and anyone who owns
land by sending to the President’s desk
a joint resolution ending the aggressive
overreach by the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency into private lands.

S.J. Res. 22 is a joint resolution with
the U.S. Senate to end the EPA’s ridic-
ulous waters of the United States rule
seeking to expand the definition of
“navigable waters’ to include puddles,
ditches, and other small bodies of
water, making them subject to inspec-
tion.
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Of course, we all want to ensure that
rules are followed to keep our waters
clean, but making puddles and ditches
subject to inspection just to expand the
reach of Federal regulators has nothing
to do with clean water.

Mr. Speaker, you might recall that
the House voted to put a stop to the
waters of the U.S. rule last year, and
the U.S. Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals
granted a nationwide stay on the rule.
However, this joint resolution is the
measure we needed to finally send this
bill to the President and put the re-
sponsibility for this harmful rule on
him.

I will continue to fight against this
radical environmental agenda being
forced on Americans by this adminis-
tration through executive overreach.
The Congress is right to take steps to
stop it.

———

HUMAN TRAFFICKING AWARENESS
MONTH

(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, re-
cently the Harris County, Texas, Pre-
cinct 4 Constable’s Office received a
phone call from Alaska. The Anchorage
Police Department was looking for a
missing teenage girl. They knew that
she had met some bad people on social
media and believed she was in Houston.
They were correct.

Human sex traffickers targeted her
on social media because slave traders
are on the prowl for young, impression-
able girls at the mall and online. They
act like a friend or a boyfriend until
they trap the victim. Then they en-
slave and force these young girls to sell
their bodies over and over again. Mr.
Speaker, our kids are sold at the mar-
ketplace of sex slavery.

Why was this teenager trafficked
from Alaska to Texas? Because of de-
mand. People, sex deviants are willing
to buy and force other humans into
bondage. We cannot end human traf-
ficking without ending demand.

As we recognize Human Trafficking
Awareness Month, Americans must
fight for our kids and combat this mod-
ern-day slavery. That includes sending
the sellers and the buyers of kidnapped
young girls to prison and rescuing the
victims.

And that is just the way it is.

————

WELCOME TO HUNTINGTON, DR.
GILBERT

(Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to welcome Dr.
Jerome ‘‘Jerry’’ Gilbert as the 37th
president of Marshall University in my
hometown of Huntington, West Vir-
ginia.

Dr. Gilbert has decades of experience
in higher education. He comes to Mar-
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shall from Mississippi State Univer-
sity, where he served as provost and ex-
ecutive vice president for 6 years.

I have no doubt that Dr. Gilbert will
carry on the legacy of the beloved late
Dr. Stephen J. Kopp, whose vision for
Marshall University has helped trans-
form it into the tremendous institution
that it is today. He will also build upon
the work of interim president Gary
White, who has faithfully guided Mar-
shall through a difficult time in the in-
stitution’s history.

I am sure Dr. Gilbert and his wife,
Leigh, and his family will see the Hun-
tington community is one that they
will be proud to call home.

As the university continues to cap-
italize on recent successes, including
the new Arthur Weisberg Family Ap-
plied Engineering Complex, I look for-
ward to working with Dr. Gilbert dur-
ing this exciting new chapter for Mar-
shall University.

Welcome to Huntington. Welcome to
Marshall University, Dr. Gilbert.

Go Herd.

———

WE MUST SOLVE THE CRIMINAL
JUSTICE PROBLEM

(Ms. JACKSON LEE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker,
this is an exciting day as the President
presents to us his vision for the Nation.
In addition, over the weekend, Speaker
RYAN indicated his vision and the op-
portunity for Members of Congress to
pass serious legislation, which includes
criminal justice reform.

How exciting it is to be the ranking
member on the Subcommittee on
Crime, Terrorism, Homeland Security,
and Investigations and to work with
my colleagues Mr. GOODLATTE and Mr.
CONYERS and all of my colleagues on
that committee to talk about impor-
tant issues.

Just today, we passed a bill dealing
with mental health programs. A DOJ
report found that 64 percent of those in
jail, 54 percent of State prisoners, and
45 percent of Federal prisoners have
some form of mental illness. Jails and
prisons now house more than three
times the number of mentally ill indi-
viduals than do mental health facili-
ties and hospitals.

It is clear that part of criminal jus-
tice reform deals with mental health,
but it also deals with rehabilitation
and reentry, which we are discussing in
the Committee on the Judiciary. In ad-
dition, we are working on reforming
the juvenile justice system.

My message, Mr. Speaker, is, as the
President speaks, as the Speaker has
spoken, it is time now that we come
collaboratively, Republicans and
Democrats, and truly end mass incar-
ceration and find a way to solve the
criminal justice problem both by re-
ducing gun violence, reducing crime,
and helping the people who need the
help.
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CRISIS IN MADAYA, SYRIA

(Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I want to turn your attention
to the crisis in Madaya, Syria.

Since July 2015, this town has been
under siege by the evil regime of
Bashar al-Assad. It has deprived the
citizens; it has starved them; and in
the last month, at least 31 have died.
Those who try to flee face indiscrimi-
nate barrel bombs and targets by the
Assad regime.

Bill Clinton once said that the great-
est regret of his Presidency was inac-
tion in Rwanda. Mr. Speaker, I fear
that our greatest regret, both of this
President and of this House, will be in-
action in Syria. There are over 250,000
dead men, women, and children by the
evil regime of Assad because they be-
lieved that to target women and chil-
dren puts more collective pain than to
target just fighters.

Mr. Speaker, if we are going to de-
stroy ISIS—and we all want to destroy
ISIS—you cannot destroy ISIS with
the existence of Assad. Assad is the
greatest recruiter to ISIS that has ever
existed. Whether it is ISIS today or the
next iteration tomorrow, Assad must
go for the sake of a free Syria.

—————

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, January 12, 2016.
Hon. PAUL D. RYAN,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
January 12, 2016 at 11:31 a.m.:

That the Senate agreed to (relative to the
death of Dale Bumpers, former United States
Senator from the State of Arkansas) S. Res.
343

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
KAREN L. HAAS.

———

ISIS AND THE EXTREMIST SHIITE
CABAL

(Mr. SHERMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to further the remarks of the gen-
tleman from Illinois who just spoke.

There are those who think we can
just go after ISIS. Keep in mind, the
Shiite extremist alliance of Tehran, of
Assad, of Hezbollah has killed far more
Americans than ISIS has, starting with
our marines in the 1980s, and including
hundreds of our servicepeople in Iraq
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and Afghanistan. They have killed far
more civilians than ISIS ever aspired
to, over 200,000 in Syria alone.

Finally, as long as Assad is in power
in Syria, the Sunni community will be
rising up in rebellion. Assad doesn’t
fight ISIS; but he did, in effect, by his
policies, create ISIS.

In addition, the extremist Shiites
around Maliki in Baghdad did the same
in Iraq by oppressing the Sunni com-
munity of Iraq and giving rise to this
ISIS scourge. Let us remember, we
have got to go after ISIS and the ex-
tremist Shiite cabal.

————

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington?

There was no objection.

—————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1644, SUPPORTING
TRANSPARENT REGULATORY
AND ENVIRONMENTAL ACTIONS
IN MINING ACT; PROVIDING FOR
CONSIDERATION OF S.J. RES. 22,
PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL
DISAPPROVAL OF A RULE SUB-
MITTED BY THE CORPS OF ENGI-
NEERS AND THE ENVIRON-
MENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY;
PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3662, IRAN TERROR FI-

NANCE TRANSPARENCY  ACT;
AND PROVIDING FOR PRO-
CEEDINGS DURING THE PERIOD
FROM JANUARY 14, 2016,

THROUGH JANUARY 22, 2016

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 583 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 583

Resolved, That at any time after adoption
of this resolution the Speaker may, pursuant
to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1644) to amend
the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation
Act of 1977 to ensure transparency in the de-
velopment of environmental regulations, and
for other purposes. The first reading of the
bill shall be dispensed with. All points of
order against consideration of the bill are
waived. General debate shall be confined to
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chair and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Natural Resources. After general debate
the bill shall be considered for amendment
under the five-minute rule. It shall be in
order to consider as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment under the five-minute
rule the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Committee on
Natural Resources now printed in the bill.
The committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute shall be considered as read. All
points of order against the committee
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amendment in the nature of a substitute are
waived. No amendment to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be in order except those printed in the
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution. Each such amend-
ment may be offered only in the order print-
ed in the report, may be offered only by a
Member designated in the report, shall be
considered as read, shall be debatable for the
time specified in the report equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amendment,
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi-
sion of the question in the House or in the
Committee of the Whole. All points of order
against such amendments are waived. At the
conclusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem-
ber may demand a separate vote in the
House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

SEC. 2. Upon adoption of this resolution it
shall be in order to consider in the House the
joint resolution (S.J. Res. 22) providing for
congressional disapproval under chapter 8 of
title 5, United States Code, of the rule sub-
mitted by the Corps of Engineers and the En-
vironmental Protection Agency relating to
the definition of ‘‘waters of the United
States’ under the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act. All points of order against con-
sideration of the joint resolution are waived.
The joint resolution shall be considered as
read. All points of order against provisions
in the joint resolution are waived. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the joint resolution and on any amend-
ment thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except: (1) one hour of debate
equally divided and controlled by the chair
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture; and (2) one motion to commit.

SEC. 3. Upon adoption of this resolution it
shall be in order to consider in the House the
bill (H.R. 3662) to enhance congressional
oversight over the administration of sanc-
tions against certain Iranian terrorism fin-
anciers, and for other purposes. All points of
order against consideration of the bill are
waived. The bill shall be considered as read.
All points of order against provisions in the
bill are waived. The previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the bill and on
any amendment thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except: (1) one
hour of debate equally divided and controlled
by the chair and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs; and (2)
one motion to recommit.

SEC. 4. On any legislative day during the
period from January 14, 2016, through Janu-
ary 22, 2016—

(a) the Journal of the proceedings of the
previous day shall be considered as approved;
and

(b) the Chair may at any time declare the
House adjourned to meet at a date and time,
within the limits of clause 4, section 5, arti-
cle I of the Constitution, to be announced by
the Chair in declaring the adjournment.

SEC. 5. The Speaker may appoint Members
to perform the duties of the Chair for the du-
ration of the period addressed by section 4 of
this resolution as though under clause 8(a) of
rule I.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Washington is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, on
Monday, the Rules Committee met and
reported a rule, House Resolution 583,
providing for consideration of three
important pieces of legislation. Those
are H.R. 1644, the STREAM Act; H.R.
3662, the Iran Terror Finance Trans-
parency Act; and S.J. Res. 22, a joint
resolution providing for congressional
disapproval of the EPA and Army
Corps of Engineers’ rule relating to the
definition of waters of the United
States under the Clean Water Act.

The rule provides for consideration of
H.R. 1644 under a structured rule, mak-
ing four amendments in order, three
from the Democrats and one from the
Republicans, H.R. 3662 under a closed
rule and S.J. Res 22 also under a closed
rule.

Mr. Speaker, like many Americans, I
have grave concerns about the adminis-
tration’s nuclear agreement with Iran.
Since the agreement’s adoption in
July, Iran has shown no goodwill or in-
tention of improving its relationship
with the West. In many ways, the Ira-
nian regime has increased its aggres-
sive attitude toward the United States
and our allies.

Against U.N. Security Council reso-
lutions, the rogue nation has expanded
its ballistic missile program, testing
two missiles as recently as last fall.
Just on December 26 an Iranian mili-
tary ship fired a rocket near U.S. and
French military vessels in the Persian
Gulf. These incidents occurred just
months before crippling international
sanctions against the country are
scheduled to be lifted.

Further, Iran continues to be a state
sponsor of terrorism, a direct threat to
our closest ally in the region, Israel,
continues rampant human rights
abuses, and continues the wrongful im-
prisonment of five American citizens.

President Obama and senior adminis-
tration officials have claimed that the
nuclear agreement and lifting of eco-
nomic sanctions, which could return as
much as $100 billion in frozen assets to
Tehran, will help Iran down a more
moderate path. However, reality ap-
pears to show the contrary is occur-
ring.
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Just weeks after the deal was signed,
Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali
Khamenei stated that: We won’t allow
American political, economic, or cul-
tural influence in Iran.

And just last week the Supreme
Leader told a gathering of prayer lead-
ers that: Americans have set their eyes
covetously on elections, but the great
and vigilant nation of Iran will act
contrary to the enemies’ will, whether
it be in elections or on other issues,
and, as before, will punch them in the
mouth.

While President Obama may find
something positive in Iran’s actions
and statements, I believe Congress
owes it to the American people to view
Iran with skepticism and concern.

H.R. 3662, the Iran Terror Finance
Transparency Act, requires the Presi-
dent to certify that those individuals
and entities receiving sanctions relief
under the Iranian nuclear deal are not
involved in Iran’s support for ter-
rorism, its human rights abuses, or its
ballistic missile program.

By passing this legislation, Mr.
Speaker, Congress can help ensure that
the U.S. will continue to sanction and
deter terrorism and illegal ballistic
missile tests within the state of Iran.

In arguing for the nuclear deal’s
adoption, the President committed to
Congress and to the American people
that our ‘‘sanctions on Iran for its sup-
port of terrorism, its human rights
abuses, its ballistic missile program,
will continue to be fully enforced.”

This legislation gives us the oppor-
tunity to hold the President to his
word and conduct the necessary over-
sight to ensure that sanctions are en-
forced.

Additionally, this rule will provide
for consideration of two other very
critical measures that will help protect
American businesses and families from
the administration’s regulatory over-
reach.

Mr. Speaker, this rule provides for
consideration of H.R. 1644, legislation
that was drafted in response to the Of-
fice of Surface Mining Reclamation
and Enforcement’s ongoing rulemaking
process that seeks to govern the inter-
action between surface mining oper-
ations and streams. It is commonly re-
ferred to as the stream buffer zone
rule.

In December 2008, the outgoing Bush
administration published its final
stream buffer zone rule. This rule was
the product of over 5 years of delibera-
tion, extensive scientific research, en-
vironmental analyses, public comment,
and a concurrence from the Environ-
mental Protection Agency.

Put simply, this rule was developed
the right way, with transparency, unbi-
ased research, scientific integrity,
stakeholder engagement, and, most im-
portantly, public involvement.

However, shortly after the final 2008
rule was released, several environ-
mental groups filed a lawsuit against
the OSM, ultimately leading to a set-
tlement agreement between OSM and
the environmental groups.
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After numerous missed deadlines, the
environmental organizations renewed
the litigation, the administration
agreed with the complaint. As a result,
the court vacated the 2008 rule and
OSM subsequently restarted the rule-
making process.

Since that time, the entire process
has lacked transparency. Oversight
conducted by the House Committee on
Natural Resources, of which I am a
member, revealed that the settlement
agreement’s expedited timeframe, cou-
pled with an inexperienced contractor
and gross mismanagement of the rule-
making process, resulted in major
issues with the administration’s rule.

Now, this may sound just a little fa-
miliar. It is the very same sue and set-
tle practice that the House addressed
just last week with the passage of H.R.
712, the Sunshine for Regulatory De-
crees and Settlements Act.

The outcome is another example of
why sue and settle leads to poor
rulemakings and onerous regulations
that significantly harm the people,
businesses, and jobs they are supposed
to be supporting.

Backroom deals between environ-
mental groups and Federal agencies do
not lead to sound regulations, but in-
stead circumvent the rulemaking proc-
ess to serve the interest of a select few,
namely, special interests and environ-
mental groups.

For 6 years, OSM has been rewriting
this rule, and the ongoing process has
now cost the taxpayers over $10 mil-
lion, though this is only a small frac-
tion of the cost it will have on busi-
nesses and hardworking American fam-
ilies.

The stream protection rule will dras-
tically reduce our access to coal, which
accounts for nearly half of our coun-
try’s electricity, leading to higher elec-
tricity costs and significant job losses.

According to a study from the Na-
tional Mining Association, the number
of direct mining jobs that could be lost
is between 40,000 and 77,000 and the
total job losses is between 112,000 and
280,000, a fact that is underscored by
the Nation’s second largest oil com-
pany, Arch Coal, filing for bankruptcy,
largely due to the increased cost of
Federal regulations. That happened
just this week, Mr. Speaker.

For these reasons, it is imperative
that we pass H.R. 1644, legislation that
delays the rule’s implementation, in-
creases scientific transparency for
rulemakings affecting mining, directs
a transparent third party to evaluate
the existing stream buffer zone rule,
and reduces duplicative regulation.

This rule also makes in order legisla-
tion dealing with an issue that I hear
about very often in my congressional
district. It strikes the controversial
waters of the United States, or WOTUS
rule.

S.J. Res. 22 is a resolution of dis-
approval of the President’s WOTUS
rule that was passed by the Senate in
bipartisan fashion, and it is now time
for the House to consider and pass this
important measure.
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This legislation was crafted in re-
sponse to the WOTUS rule promulgated
by the EPA and the Army Corps of En-
gineers, which redefines and vastly ex-
pands the scope of water subject to
Federal jurisdiction under the Clean
Water Act. By issuing this rule, these
agencies have given themselves broad
new power over water and land across
the United States.

Like many of my constituents, I am
very concerned with this massive Fed-
eral overreach. It goes far beyond the
agencies’ statutory authority and
could impose significant costs not only
on American farmers and small busi-
nesses, but on States and local govern-
ments. The rule is another Federal
power grab that has more to do with
controlling land use decisions than pro-
tecting access to clean water.

Mr. Speaker, S.J. Res. 22 utilizes the
Congressional Review Act to block this
harmful regulation, and it is time to
send this critical measure to the Presi-
dent’s desk. I urge my colleagues to
support this commonsense legislation
and the rule providing for its consider-
ation.

Mr. Speaker, the rule we consider
here today provides for the consider-
ation of three bills that are critically
important for the future of this coun-
try.
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We must pass H.R. 1644 and S.J. Res.
22 to protect American families and
businesses from the rampant executive
overreach that will be the defining
achievement of the Obama administra-
tion.

Furthermore, the United States must
stand with our allies in the Middle
East, as well as around the world, in
the face of growing Iranian aggression,
which threatens not only the stability
of the region, but the strength of U.S.
alliances and standing in the world.

I stand ready to work with my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to en-
sure that the Obama administration’s
shortsighted nuclear agreement does
not unravel decades of work by the
U.S. and our allies to impose meaning-
ful sanctions on the country of Iran.
These sanctions have restricted Iran’s
ability to spread its radical beliefs and
inflict unknown damage on its neigh-
bors in the region, and I urge my col-
leagues to support this rule, as well as
the underlying legislation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. McCGOVERN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCGOVERN. I thank the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
NEWHOUSE) for yielding me the cus-
tomary 30 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in very strong op-
position to this rule and the underlying
legislation. The rule provides for con-
sideration of three pieces of legisla-
tion, and two of these bills are under a
completely closed process. In fact,
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these are the 49th and 50th closed rules
in this Congress.

Last year was the most closed ses-
sion in the history of our country, and
I think this year will probably beat
last year. I don’t think that is any-
thing to be proud of.

This is supposed to be the greatest
deliberative body in the world, but the
problem is, we don’t deliberate very
much anymore. We don’t pass legisla-
tion. Instead, we pass sound bites, and
that is what we are doing here today.

This Chamber has become an echo
chamber, if you will, for the Repub-
lican Congressional Campaign Com-
mittee and its priorities, and the peo-
ple’s business gets tossed to the side.

When Speaker RYAN took the gavel,
he promised openness and a return to
serious legislating. And my colleagues
on the Rules Committee, we give them
many opportunities to be more gen-
erous with granting more opportunities
for Members of both sides to be able to
offer amendments. And every time we
do that, they vote ‘“no.” And every
time we bring up an open rule, they
vote ‘‘no.”

Here we are, with two more bills that
will be debated under a completely
closed process this week. Things have
to change here, and I hope my col-
leagues in the leadership on the other
side will reflect on what the purpose of
all of us being here is supposed to be.

I would say it is about trying to find
ways to come together and to pass
things that will help improve the qual-
ity of life for all the people of this
country, as well as to ensure our secu-
rity in this dangerous world.

Mr. Speaker, let me say a few words
about H.R. 3662, the Iran Terror Fi-
nance Transparency Act. My Repub-
lican friends would have us believe that
this bill is a serious effort to increase
congressional oversight of sanctions re-
lief under the terms of the Joint Com-
prehensive Plan of Action, commonly
known as the Iran deal.

I wish that were true, Mr. Speaker.
Such a bill could bring together a sub-
stantial number of Members from both
parties. I would be even more confident
about such a bill if it were crafted with
input from the administration about
how Congress could be most helpful
and effective in monitoring the Iran
nuclear deal.

Regrettably, what is coming before
the House is another ultra-partisan bill
that would shut down the ability of the
United States to carry out its own obli-
gations under the Iran deal.

Rather than the world closely moni-
toring Iran’s compliance, this bill
would make the United States a target
of condemnation for failing to fulfill
its commitments. In fact, it would be
the United States that is the nation in
noncompliance with the Iran nuclear
deal.

Now, many of my colleagues who are
critics of the Iran nuclear deal have al-
ready signaled that they cannot sup-
port this bill. House Republicans made
no attempt whatsoever to make this
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bill a bipartisan bill. They made no at-
tempt to draft a bill that might actu-
ally be signed by the President and
worth the American taxpayers’ time.
This is political theater at its worst,
plain and simple.

This latest House Republican bill is
even more dangerous because it plays
politics with our national security.

No one here wants to see Iran freed
from its commitment not to develop a
nuclear weapon, but that is exactly
what this bill would do if it ever be-
came law. It would make sure that the
United States could not fulfill its part
of the bargain, thus killing the nuclear
agreement, and Iran would once again
be free to pursue building nuclear
weapons. That is insane.

How can my Republican friends pos-
sibly think that this is a good idea?

I believe that there are Members of
Congress in both parties who want to
work together with the administration
in a bipartisan manner to build on the
progress that they have made to pre-
vent Iran from obtaining a nuclear
weapon.

I do believe there are Democrats and
Republicans in Congress who genuinely
want to strengthen the ability of the
U.S. and the international community
to respond effectively to Iran’s recent
testing of ballistic missiles, hold Iran
accountable for their support of mili-
tant and terrorist organizations in the
Middle East, and secure the freedom of
Americans currently imprisoned in
Iran.

I also believe that achieving these
goals may not require legislation, but
strong bipartisan actions that increase
U.S. leverage with our international
partners and with Iran.

But playing dangerous political
games with our national security by
bringing legislation like this to the
floor, legislation that would undermine
and perhaps even Kkill the nuclear deal
with Iran, is not the answer.

Now, luckily for the American peo-
ple, this bill is not going to go any-
where. Even if it were actually passed
by both Chambers of Congress and
made its way to the President’s desk,
it would be vetoed, and I strongly
doubt that the Congress would be able
to overturn a Presidential veto in sup-
port of such a clearly partisan bill.

Last week, Congress voted for the
62nd time to repeal the Affordable Care
Act, and soon afterward, that bill was
vetoed by the President. That is 62
times that Republicans wasted the
American people’s time and taxpayer
dollars trying to take health care away
from millions of families, all to make a
political point.

Congress has already voted on the
Iran deal. My colleagues who opposed
the deal tried to kill it, and they failed.
It is now official policy. Are House Re-
publicans going to take us down the
same path they did with the Affordable
Care Act? Are we also going to vote on
this bill 62 times, a bill that we know
the President will veto, just so the Re-
publicans can make a political point?
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Let’s stop wasting the American peo-
ple’s time on such bills. Let’s put poli-
tics aside and actually work together
to responsibly monitor implementation
of the Iran deal and find ways to
strengthen U.S. leverage in other areas
of concern on Iran.

So I urge my colleagues to reject
H.R. 3662 and reject this rule.

Mr. Speaker, today, the House is also
taking up two Republican bills that
would have devastating effects on the
environment and our Nation’s public
health. The first piece of legislation,
S.J. Res. 22, is the Republican major-
ity’s fifth attempt to get rid of the
Clean Water Rule. Here we are, having
the same discussion once again, wast-
ing the American taxpayers’ time and
money.

The Clean Water Rule was created in
response to the Supreme Court declar-
ing that the Clean Water Act needed to
be narrowed and more clearly defined.
So the EPA and the Army Corps of En-
gineers did just that—they narrowed
the scope and provided for much-need-
ed clarification.

With the EPA and Army Corps of En-
gineers doing exactly what they were
supposed to do, you would think that
would be the end of it. The EPA’s abil-
ity to protect our water from pollution
has been narrowed and the industry re-
ceived the clarification that they want-
ed.

Unfortunately, my Republican
friends are pushing new legislation to
further weaken vital environmental
protections.

The final bill before us, H.R. 1644, the
STREAM Act, is a bill that is going no-
where and is the same bill that Repub-
licans brought up last year, with the
only difference being—and this is a
major difference, I guess—but the only
difference is that they changed the
name. Otherwise, it is the same thing.

Mr. Speaker, the sole purpose of this
Republican bill is to reverse the rule
that the Department of the Interior re-
leased last year that regulates the de-
structive practice of mountaintop re-
moval mining.

It has long been known that moun-
taintop removal mining heavily pol-
lutes drinking water, destroys wildlife
habitats, and puts local communities
at greater risk of contracting life-
threatening diseases.

Keeping the American people healthy
and safe should always be our first pri-
ority in Congress. Yet, this bill is more
focused on making it easier for big en-
ergy companies to continue the de-
structive and dangerous practice of
mountaintop removal and gives no
thought whatsoever to the risks it
poses to the American families nearby.

Before the recent rule released by the
Department of the Interior in July
2015, parts of the regulations for moun-
taintop mining were more than 30
years old. Updates were clearly long
overdue, and the fact that House Re-
publicans are now actively working
against the safeguards established by
the rule is astounding.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Are Republicans so beholden to big
coal companies that they would put
the health and safety of our country’s
families at risk? This bill clearly sug-
gests that the answer is yes.

Mr. Speaker, we are only 2 weeks
into the new year, and instead of House
Republicans starting the year by work-
ing in a bipartisan way to bring serious
legislation to the floor, we are, once
again, debating political messaging
bills that fail to address the most
pressing issues we face in a construc-
tive way.

There is so much we need to do, and
I believe that there is so much that we
can agree on and actually move for-
ward that will get through both Cham-
bers and go to the White House and be
signed and become law and actually
improve things for the people of this
country. That is what we are supposed
to be doing here.

Mr. Speaker, the American people de-
serve a lot better than this.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. NEWHOUSE. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I have got several col-
leagues here that would like to weigh
in on all three of these issues. But be-
fore I turn the floor over to them, I
just wanted to make a comment about
the fact that there are two closed rule
bills in this.

All of these issues before us today
have been thoroughly vetted. They
have been through the committee proc-
ess. They have had ample opportunity
for people to weigh in.

In fact, one of the bills is in a struc-
tured rule. Actually, we are allowing
four amendments. Three of those
amendments are from the Democratic
side. So I think that there is ample op-
portunity for all people to make their
feelings known on this legislation in
front of us.

I would suggest to you, Mr. Speaker,
that transparency, public involvement,
and anything that the administration,
that this government does, is not a
waste of time. In fact, it is our duty to
make sure that the public has the abil-
ity to see what its government is
doing, to make sure it is done in the
light of day.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. SMITH),
my good friend.

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of this rule and, certainly, the under-
lying legislation.

Despite abundantly clear congres-
sional intent to limit Federal jurisdic-
tion under the Clean Water Act to only
navigable waters, the waters of the
United States rule will expand EPA’s
jurisdiction to nearly all areas with
any hydrological connection to navi-
gable waters.

This rule relied on—and I want to
quote here General Peabody of the
Army Corps of Engineers—‘‘inappro-
priate assumptions with no connection
to the data provided, misapplied data,
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analytical deficiencies, and logical in-
consistencies.”

In fact, the Army Corps, the joint au-
thor of the rule, was so concerned
about the EPA’s methods, they wanted
their name and logo removed from EPA
documents.

Furthermore, it has now come to
light that the EPA broke Federal law
by engaging in a propaganda campaign
to carry out this agenda behind their
rule.

Congress has a responsibility to
guard against these bureaucratic power
grabs by executive agencies. This is
why I introduced the companion bill to
the underlying legislation immediately
after the rule was finalized. The resolu-
tion has gained more than 70 cospon-
sors, with supporters from both sides of
the aisle.

Thanks to the expedited procedures
established under the Congressional
Review Act, when we vote on this legis-
lation tomorrow, the bill will proceed
directly to the President’s desk.

Tomorrow’s vote will also mark the
second time legislation has passed out
of the House of Representatives to re-
peal the waters of the U.S. rule with bi-
partisan support.

My hope is the President will listen
to the American people, listen to their
concerns, local officials, small-business
men and women, and begin pursuing
policies which expand economic oppor-
tunity, and not stifle innovation with
one regulation after another.

0O 1315

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to respond
to something the gentleman from
Washington said when he basically
made the statement that as long as
committees take action, we don’t need
open rules. That is a whole new ap-
proach to the way this place is being
run. I thought the Speaker of the
House made it very clear he wanted
more open rules. The previous Speaker
of the House did, too. He didn’t do that.

The bottom line is just because a
committee took action on it, there are
435 Members of this House, and not ev-
erybody is on the same committee. We
ought to be able to have a free-flowing
debate, and people ought to be able to
offer amendments. We ought to delib-
erate.

I am going to make a prediction that,
if we did have an opportunity to truly
be a deliberative body, you might get
better legislation, and you might get
legislation that gets lots of bipartisan
support and actually gets signed into
law and we get things done. Instead, we
are stuck in this pattern where we
really don’t have regular order. We
have order enforced with an iron fist
where people are just locked out. It is
not just Democrats that are locked out
of the process; it is Republicans as
well. When you close a rule down com-
pletely, it means nobody—nobody—has
an opportunity to offer anything.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. SHER-
MAN), the ranking member of the For-
eign Affairs Subcommittee on Asia and
the Pacific.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to address the portion of the rule that
deals with the Iran terrorism bill.

I have voted for every Iran sanctions
bill to come to this floor. I helped draft
many of them, and I am ready to draft,
work on, and vote for Iran sanctions
bills in the future even if they are op-
posed by the administration. Keep in
mind, nearly every Iran sanctions bill,
which has passed this House floor, be-
came law, and gave us at least some le-
verage over Iran, was opposed by the
then-George W. Bush administration
and by this administration.

We need a good process to draft good
legislation that will do what President
Obama promised we would do, and that
is adopt new sanctions designed to
change Iran’s behavior with regard to
its nonnuclear wrongdoing, its support
for terrorism, its missile test in viola-
tion of U.N. Security Council resolu-
tions, its human rights record, and its
seizure of American hostages.

Unfortunately, this is a flawed bill
which is the product of a flawed proc-
ess. Look at the process: 100 cospon-
sors, all from one party, with no Demo-
crat on the Foreign Affairs Committee
invited to help draft the bill or even in-
vited to cosponsor it.

Now this process is epitomized by a
closed rule. The gentleman from Wash-
ington offers a new definition of an
open rule. An open rule is a closed rule
on a bill that has been considered by a
committee. That is the new definition
of “‘open rule.” I suggest we keep the
old definition.

This is a closed rule that prevents
people from offering amendments that
might have had a better chance of pass-
ing on the floor than they would have
in committee. A Member should be free
to offer amendments both on the floor
and in committee if they are a member
of the committee; but this is a closed
rule, and this process of a closed rule
prevents amendments to fix flaws in
the bill.

There are at least two. The first is
that the bill deprives the President of
the authority to delist some 489 enti-
ties. It locks them on to the SDN list,
but it leaves out 269 other entities, cre-
ating two classes of wrongdoing compa-
nies and other entities that sponsor
and facilitate terrorism for no appar-
ent reason. An entity stays on the list
until the President issues a certifi-
cation, a certification that no Presi-
dent could ever certify. You have to
certify that we know that from the be-
ginning of time the entity has not had
any dealing with any of dozens of dif-
ferent terrorist organizations. That is
a certification designed to be impos-
sible and designed to lock entities in.

I look forward to a bipartisan proc-
ess. For example, I have a bill that has
been cosponsored by the current and
immediate prior chair of the Foreign
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Affairs Committee. There are other
bills subject to a bipartisan process be-
cause we do need new sanctions on Iran
to change its nonnuclear wrongdoing.
Those sanctions are warranted because
Iran has engaged in the missile test in
violation of the U.N. Security Council
resolution, because its support for ter-
rorism is responsible for the deaths of
tens of thousands of people in Syria
and Yemen, and because it used to hold
four but now holds five American hos-
tages, not to mention its other human
rights records. It is consistent with ad-
ministration policy that we have sanc-
tions on Iran’s nonnuclear behavior.

The negotiations in Vienna, the ne-
gotiations on this deal, left out all of
Iran’s nonnuclear behavior, not be-
cause it was intended to give them
carte blanche, not because we were ac-
cepting their support for terrorism, but
because these were to be the subject of
other sanctions and other efforts to
force a change in Iran’s behavior.

Finally, the question is, well, do
sanctions work? That is the one thing
the opponents and proponents of the
deal agreed on. The proponents of the
deal said that the sanctions have
brought us a very good deal. The oppo-
nents of the deal said that more sanc-
tions will get us a better deal. So in a
House that was divided on almost
every aspect of Iran policy, the one
thing we agreed on was that sanctions
have the capacity to change Iran’s be-
havior.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. POE
of Texas). The time of the gentleman
has expired.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the gentleman from California an addi-
tional 1 minute.

Mr. SHERMAN. So the President
promised that we would not abandon
our efforts with regard to Iran’s ter-
rorism and with regard to Iran’s hos-
tage taking, and that we would not
abandon the four hostages they had
then or the additional hostage that
they have taken since the deal, and
that we would not turn a blind eye to
the fact that Iran is the single most
important ally of the butcher Assad,
who has killed over 200,000 of his own
people, not to mention Iran’s support
for terrorism in Yemen.

Mr. Speaker, we should not fail to do
so0 simply because we have a deal that
was exclusively, strictly, and explicitly
limited to dealing with Iran’s nuclear
program. That said, the bill before this
House today is a flawed bill that can-
not be corrected because of a flawed
process. We need a bipartisan process
that crafts a policy toward Iran’s non-
nuclear wrongdoing that unites, if not
all of this House, a large majority of
this House.

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, I
would just like to make the point that
it is customary, whether Republicans
are in control or whether Democrats
control, that the CRAs, the Congres-
sional Review Acts, come to the floor
under a closed rule. I might also say
that, regarding the STREAM Act, all
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amendments that were germane were
made in order. As it comes to the bill
pertaining to Iran, that bill was
marked up in committee last week. No
amendments were offered, and the bill
passed on voice vote.

Having made those points, Mr.
Speaker, I yield 12 minutes to the
good gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. ROTHFUS).

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Washington for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
rule.

Tonight President Obama will deliver
his final State of the Union, where I ex-
pect he will celebrate his supposed
achievements over the last 7 years.
Outside the beltway, and especially in
western Pennsylvania, there is little to
celebrate about the Obama Presidency.
The war on coal has been a central fea-
ture of Washington’s misguided efforts
over the past several years, and it has
caused the loss of over 40,000 jobs in the
coal industry across the country and
economic hardship in coal country.

Later today we will vote on the
STREAM Act, which challenges OSM’s
so-called stream protection rule. I am
a cosponsor of this legislation, and I
look forward to its passage.

The stream protection rule is yet an-
other block in the wall of regulation
that President Obama has been build-
ing the last 7 years. It will lead to the
loss of thousands of jobs, and it will re-
duce coal reserves by 41 percent. That
amounts to a $20 billion loss to the
economy.

Just yesterday we learned of the
bankruptcy of yet another coal com-
pany. The job losses, firm closures, and
disruptions to our communities are
real, and they cannot be ignored any
longer. This is an attack on cheap,
plentiful, and reliable energy, and it
will result in more control from Wash-
ington of the economy and the Amer-
ican people.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my fellow Mem-
bers to support the passage of this rule
and the associated bills.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I again continue to be
amazed that the gentleman from Wash-
ington defends this process. I don’t
know how anybody can defend this
process, it is so flawed. The end result
is, again, bringing bills to the floor
that are going nowhere and that are
sound bites. They are not serious legis-
lation.

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD
the Statement of Administration Pol-
icy on all three bills in which the
White House says they will veto these
bills.

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY
H.R. 1644—STREAM ACT
(Rep. Mooney, R-WV, and 34 cosponsors, Jan.
11, 2016)

The Administration strongly opposes H.R.
1644, which would delay for at least three
years updated regulations, known as the
Stream Protection Rule, to protect streams
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from the effects of destructive surface coal
mining practices. Such a needless delay of
these important safeguards would impact the
communities and economies that depend on
clean water and a healthy environment.

The current stream protection require-
ments governing surface mining activities
are more than 30 years old and do not incor-
porate significant advances in scientific
knowledge and mining and reclamation tech-
niques. An arbitrary three year restriction
to block the updated modern, science-based
regulations would significantly impair the
ability of the Office of Surface Mining Rec-
lamation and Enforcement (OSMRE) to ac-
complish the mission and responsibilities the
Congress laid out in the Surface Mining Con-
trol and Reclamation Act of 1977, including
preserving clean water, human health, and
the environment.

H.R. 1644 would prevent the restoration of
hundreds of streams, result in deterioration
of water quality for thousands of stream
miles, and create sustained regulatory un-
certainty, as well as public health impacts
for downstream communities. In addition,
the bill would impose arbitrary requirements
and unnecessary processes that would seri-
ously impede OSMRE’s ability to use the
best available science to protect public
health and the environment.

If the President were presented with H.R.
1644, his senior advisors would recommend
that he veto the bill.

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY
S.J. RES. 22—DISAPPROVING EPA/ARMY RULE ON
WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES
(Sen. Ernst, R-TIA, and 49 cosponsors, Nov. 3,
2015)

The Administration strongly opposes S.J.
Res. 22, which would nullify a specified Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the
Department of the Army (Army) final rule
clarifying the jurisdictional boundaries of
the Clean Water Act (CWA). The agencies’
rulemaking, grounded in science and the law,
is essential to ensure clean water for future
generations, and is responsive to calls for
rulemaking from the Congress, industry, and
community stakeholders as well as decisions
of the U.S. Supreme Court. The final rule has
been through an extensive public engage-
ment process.

Clean water is vital for the success of the
Nation’s businesses, agriculture, energy de-
velopment, and the health of our commu-
nities. More than one in three Americans get
their drinking water from rivers, lakes, and
reservoirs that are at risk of pollution from
upstream sources. The protection of wet-
lands is also vital for hunting and fishing.
When Congress passed the CWA in 1972 to re-
store the Nation’s waters, it recognized that
to have healthy communities downstream,
we need to protect the smaller streams and
wetlands upstream.

Clarifying the scope of the CWA helps to
protect clean water, safeguard public health,
and strengthen the economy. Supreme Court
decisions in 2001 and 2006 focused on specific
jurisdictional determinations and rejected
the analytical approach that the Army Corps
of Engineers used for those determinations,
but did not invalidate the underlying regula-
tion. This has created ongoing questions and
uncertainty about how the regulation is ap-
plied consistent with the Court’s decisions.
The final rule was developed to address this
uncertainty and it should remain in place.

If enacted, S.J. Res. 22 would nullify years
of work and deny businesses and commu-
nities the regulatory certainty needed to in-
vest in projects that rely on clean water.
EPA and Army have sought the views of and
listened carefully to the public throughout
the extensive public engagement process for
this rule.
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Simply put, S.J. Res. 22 is not an act of
good governance. It would sow confusion and
invite conflict at a time when our commu-
nities and businesses need clarity and cer-
tainty around clean water regulation.

If the President were presented with S.J.
Res. 22, his senior advisors would recommend
that he veto the bill.

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY
H.R. 3662—IRAN TERROR FINANCE
TRANSPARENCY ACT
(Rep. Russell, R-OK, and 62 cosponsors, Jan.
11, 2016)

The Administration strongly opposes H.R.
3662, the Iran Terror Finance Transparency
Act, which would prevent the United States
from implementing the Joint Comprehensive
Plan of Action (JCPOA) by tying the Admin-
istration’s ability to fulfill U.S. commit-
ments under the deal to unrelated, non-nu-
clear issues.

H.R. 3662 includes provisions that connect
the United States’ JCPOA commitment to
provide sanctions relief by delisting certain
Iran-related individuals and entities, includ-
ing banks, to non-nuclear issues outside of
the scope of the JCPOA. In addition, certain
provisions would effectively preclude
delisting of individuals or entities on Imple-
mentation Day of the JCPOA—the day on
which the International Atomic Energy
Agency verifies that Iran has completed key
nuclear-related steps that significantly dis-
mantle and constrain its nuclear program—
based on activity that may have taken place
and ended long before Implementation Day
and involving persons or activity that will
no longer be sanctioned post-Implementa-
tion Day. By preventing the United States
from fulfilling its JCPOA commitments,
H.R. 3662 could result in the collapse of a
comprehensive diplomatic arrangement that
peacefully and verifiably prevents Iran from
acquiring a nuclear weapon. Such a collapse
would remove the unprecedented constraints
on Iran’s nuclear program that we achieved
in the JCPOA, lead to the unraveling of the
international sanctions regime against Iran,
and deal a devastating blow to America’s
credibility as a leader of international diplo-
macy. This would have ripple effects, jeop-
ardizing the hard work of sustaining a uni-
fied coalition to combat Iran’s destabilizing
activities in the region, calling into question
the effectiveness of our sanctions regime and
our ability to lead the world on nuclear non-
proliferation.

The Administration has consistently made
clear that the purpose of the nuclear nego-
tiations, and ultimately the JCPOA, was to
address one issue only—the international
community’s concerns over Iran’s nuclear
program and to verifiably prevent Iran from
acquiring a nuclear weapon. The JCPOA is
the mechanism through which the United
States was able to garner international sup-
port for our sanctions and achieve a diplo-
madtic resolution.

As we address our concerns with Iran’s nu-
clear program through implementation of
the JCPOA, the Administration remains
clear-eyed and shares the deep concerns of
the Congress and the American people about
Iran’s support for terrorism. Powerful sanc-
tions targeting Iran’s support for terrorism,
its ballistic missile activities, its human
rights abuses, and its destabilizing activities
in the region remain in effect. Anyone world-
wide who transacts with or supports individ-
uals or entities sanctioned in connection
with Iran’s support for terrorism or develop-
ment of WMD and their means of delivery,
including missiles—or who does the same
with any Iranian individual or entity who re-
mains on Treasury’s Specially Designated
Nationals and Blocked Persons List—puts
themselves at risk of being sanctioned.
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The President has made it clear that he
will veto any legislation that prevents the
successful implementation of the JCPOA. If
the President were presented with H.R. 3662,
he would veto the bill.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I in-
clude in the RECORD a statement from
the Win Without War coalition, 11 mil-
lion activists across the country in op-
position to H.R. 3662.

A STATEMENT FROM DREW PROCTOR,
ADVOCACY DIRECTOR OF ‘“WIN WITHOUT WAR”’

The Win Without War coalition, on behalf
of our 11 million activists, urges your office
to stand strong against all attempts to un-
dermine the Joint Comprehensive Plan of
Action in Congress.

In particular, we urge Representative
McGovern to OPPOSE H.R. 3662, the Iran
Terror Finance Transparency Act.

H.R. 3662, which would prohibit President
Obama from delivering on sanctions relief,
has the potential to damage the leadership
and credibility of the United States at this
critical moment just before the historic
agreement is implemented. Furthermore, the
timing of the House’s vote—between Presi-
dent Obama’s State of the Union speech and
the deal’s implementation date later this
month—appears to be a deliberately partisan
act designed to undermine the President and
weaken his legacy. At a time when much of
the Middle East is engulfed in war, the US
has rightfully seized this opportunity to
solve one of our most pressing national secu-
rity threats without dropping a single bomb.
We must not let political interests trump
our national security goals. Huge progress
has been made since the Iran deal was an-
nounced last July. Just yesterday, Iran re-
portedly took steps to remove the core of its
plutonium reactor and fill it with concrete.

Sincerely,
DREW PROCTOR,
Advocacy Director,
Win Without War.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I in-
clude in the RECORD a letter from 65
environmental organizations rep-
resenting millions of members in oppo-
sition to H.J. Res. 22.

JANUARY 12, 2016.

REPRESENTATIVE: The undersigned organi-
zations, and our millions of members and
supporters, oppose the Dirty Water Resolu-
tion (S.J. Res. 22). The ‘“‘Resolution of Dis-
approval’’ under the Congressional Review
Act attacks the Clean Water Rule, the
Obama administration’s landmark initiative
to restore safeguards against pollution and
destruction for lakes, streams, wetlands and
other water bodies.

The Clean Water Rule restores important
safeguards that once existed for a variety of
water bodies. Those safeguards were eroded
after a pair of Supreme Court decisions and
by policies the Bush administration adopted,
which left many water bodies inadequately
protected or lacking the pollution control
requirements of the Clean Water Act. The
rule restores prior protections for many crit-
ical wetlands, which curb flooding, filter pol-
lution, and provide habitat for a wide variety
of wildlife, including endangered species and
wildfowl and fish prized by hunters and an-
glers.

The Dirty Water Resolution is an extreme
action that seeks to kill the Clean Water
Rule using the Congressional Review Act,
which goes far beyond stopping a dis-
approved administrative action. The Con-
gressional Review Act says that an agency
may not adopt ‘‘a new rule that is substan-
tially the same” as the disapproved rule, and
the breadth of that requirement is very un-
clear.
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In the context of the Clean Water Rule, it
could be read to prohibit EPA and the Army
Corps from issuing any rule that establishes
protections for waters that the Clean Water
Rule covers, like lakes, streams, and wet-
lands. The Dirty Water Resolution radically
undermines the agencies’ ability to clarify
the jurisdiction of the Clean Water Act—de-
spite urging from industry associations, con-
servation groups, members of Congress, state
and local leaders, and Supreme Court jus-
tices for such a clarification.

By pursuing this anti-clean water resolu-
tion, pro-polluter members of the House of
Representatives are seeking to kill a com-
monsense and modest rule containing sci-
entifically-sound and legally-valid protec-
tions for the nation’s waters, including crit-
ical drinlcing water supplies.

Restored clean water protections enjoy
broad support. In polling for the American
Sustainable Business Council, eighty percent
of small business owners—including 91% of
Democrats, 73% of Independents and 78% of
Republicans—said they supported the then-
proposed Clean Water Rule. A strong major-
ity, 71%, also said that clean water protec-
tions are necessary to ensure economic
growth; only six percent said they were bad
for growth. Similarly, a bipartisan research
team polled hunters and anglers nationwide
and discovered that 83% surveyed thought
that the Environmental Protection Agency
should apply the rules and standards of the
Clean Water Act to smaller, headwater
streams and wetlands. Support for this pol-
icy was strong across the political spectrum,
with 77% of Republicans, 79% of Independ-
ents and 97% of Democrats in favor.

We ask that you oppose the Dirty Water
Resolution (S.J. Res. 22) because it will un-
dermine protections for our drinking water
supplies, flood buffers, and fish and wildlife
habitat. This attack on clean water is not
only a waste of the House’s time but also an
excessive and dangerous act that jeopardizes
clean water for generations to come.

Sincerely,

Alliance for the Great Lakes, American
Rivers, American Whitewater, Amigos Bra-
VoS, Arkansas Public Policy Panel,
BlueGreen Alliance, Central Minnesota
Chapter of Audubon, Clean Water Action,
Conservation Minnesota, Earthjustice, En-
dangered Habitats League, Environment
America, Environment California, Environ-
ment Colorado, Environment Connecticut,
Environment Florida, Environment Georgia,
Environment Illinois, Environment Iowa,
Environment Maine, Environment Maryland,
Environment Massachusetts.

Environment Michigan, Environment Min-
nesota, Environment Montana, Environment
New Hampshire, Environment New Jersey,
Environment New Mexico, Environment New
York, Environment North Carolina, Environ-
ment Oregon, Environment Texas, Environ-
ment Virginia, Environment Washington,
Freshwater Future, Friends of the Cloquet
Valley State Park, Friends of the Mississippi
River, Great Lakes Committee—the Izaak
Walton League, GreenLatinos, Greenpeace,
Gulf Restoration Network, Hoosier Environ-
mental Council, JTowa Environmental Coun-
cil, Kentucky Waterways Alliance.

League of Conservation Voters, Michigan
Wildlife Conservancy, Midwest Environ-
mental Advocates, Minnesota Center for En-
vironmental Advocacy, Minnesota Conserva-
tion Federation, Minnesota Environmental
Partnership, Missouri Coalition for the Envi-
ronment, Natural Resources Defense Coun-
cil, Nature Abounds, Ohio Wetlands Associa-
tion, PennEnvironment, Prairie Rivers Net-
work, Religious Coalition for the Great
Lakes, River Network, Save the Dunes,
Shaker Lakes Garden Club, Sierra Club,
Southern Environmental Law Center,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Surfrider Foundation, Tennessee Clean
Water Network, Wisconsin Environment,
Wisconsin Wildlife Federation.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I in-
clude in the RECORD a letter from eight
sportsmen and conservation organiza-
tions in strong opposition to S.J. Res.
22.

JANUARY 11, 2016.
Re Hunters and Anglers Strongly Oppose S.J.
Res. 22 Invalidating the Final Clean
Water Rule

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The undersigned
sportsmen and conservation organizations
strongly oppose Senate Joint Resolution 22,
which the House of Representatives may
vote on this week and would invalidate the
final Clean Water Rule. This important rule
clarifies Clean Water Act jurisdiction in a
manner that is both legally and scientif-
ically sound.

This joint resolution is an extraordinary
and radical action to overturn a funda-
mental, once-in-a-generation final rule that
is critical to the effective implementation of
the 1972 Clean Water Act, and that was
adopted following an exhaustive public rule-
making process. The resolution would over-
turn a rule that finally resolves longstanding
confusion and debate, promotes clarity and
efficiency for regulatory programs pro-
moting river health, and preserves long-
standing protections for farmers, ranchers,
and foresters.

By using the Congressional Review Act,
this joint resolution not only wipes out the
final Clean Water Rule but also prohibits
any substantially similar rule in the future.
It locks in the current state of jurisdictional
confusion and offers no constructive path
forward for regulatory clarity or clean
water. America’s hunters and anglers cannot
afford to have Congress undermine effective
Clean Water Act safeguards, leaving commu-
nities and valuable fish and wildlife habitat
at risk indefinitely.

This joint resolution dismisses the voices
of the millions of Americans, including busi-
nesses that depend on clean water, who sup-
port the new rule and are eager to reap its
benefits. The agencies engaged in a very
transparent and thorough multi-year rule-
making process that included over 400 stake-
holder meetings and an extended public com-
ment period that produced over one million
comments. Nearly 900,000 members of the
public commented in support of the Clean
Water Rule. A recent poll found that 83 per-
cent of sportsmen and women think the
Clean Water Act should apply to smaller
streams and wetlands, as the new rule di-
rects.

The Clean Water Rule clearly restores
longstanding protections for millions of wet-
lands and headwater streams that contribute
to the drinking water of 1 in 3 Americans,
protect communities from flooding, and pro-
vide essential fish and wildlife habitat that
supports a robust outdoor recreation econ-
omy. The sport fishing industry alone ac-
counts for 828,000 jobs, nearly $50 billion an-
nually in retail sales, and an economic im-
pact of about $115 billion every year that re-
lies on access to clean water. The Clean
Water Rule will translate directly to an im-
proved bottom line for America’s outdoor in-
dustry.

Opponents claiming the rule goes too far
and protects water too much have filed a
barrage of nearly identical legal challenges
in numerous district and appellate courts
across the country. On October 9, 2015, the
6th Circuit Court of Appeals temporarily
stayed the Clean Water Rule nationwide. The
Clean Water Rule and those who oppose it
will have their day in court.
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Meanwhile, we want Congress to know that
despite these legal challenges, conservation-
ists across the nation are steadfast in our
support for the Clean Water Rule. After
nearly 15 years of Clean Water Act confu-
sion, further delay is unacceptable to the
millions of hunters and anglers eager to have
their local waters fully protected again. We
are confident that, when the dust settles in
the courts, the Clean Water Rule will with-
stand challenges saying it protects our water
too much.

The Clean Water Act has always been
about restoring and maintaining the chem-
ical, physical, and biological integrity of the
Nation’s waters. It is bedrock support for
America’s more than 40 million hunters and
anglers and for the 117 million Americans
whose drinking water depends on healthy
headwater streams.

We thank all of the members of Congress
who stand with America’s sportsmen and
women to block attempts to derail the rule,
and ask you to reject S.J. Res. 22 and any
other legislative action against the rule that
may follow this year.

Sincerely,
American Fisheries Society, American Fly
Fishing Trade Association, Backcountry

Hunters and Anglers, International Federa-
tion of Fly Fishers, Izaak Walton League of
America, National Wildlife Federation,
Theodore Roosevelt Conservation Partner-
ship, Trout Unlimited.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I in-
clude in the RECORD a letter from nine
public interest, environmental, and
labor organizations strongly opposing
H.R. 1644.

JANUARY 11, 2016.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of our
millions of members and supporters we
strongly urge you to oppose the stream pol-
lution bill, H.R. 1644, a bill expected on the
House floor the week of January 11, 2016.
This bill would put costly and unnecessary
bureaucratic hurdles in the already overbur-
dened regulatory process with the sole intent
of ensuring that coal companies can con-
tinue to destroy streams with coal wastes.

The present rules protecting such streams
date to 1983. After the Department of Inte-
rior took several years to develop the pro-
posed Stream Protection Rule, this bill re-
quires a new study, this time by the National
Academy of Sciences, on the effectiveness of
the current decades-old surface mining regu-
lation. The bill carves out two years for the
completion of that study and then bars DOI
from updating the rule for an additional year
after that. In the meantime, communities
will continue to shoulder the burden of water
pollution and mining abuses. The intent of
these new delays is clear: let the mining
companies continue unimpeded with sacri-
ficing the streams and health of the commu-
nities that surround their mines.

Another section of the bill adds new proce-
dural hurdles before DOI can act under the
surface mining law. Today, the Secretary
and the heads of all rulemaking agencies
regularly make available all the information
relied upon concurrently with the proposed
or final rule. Doing so enables stakeholders
to weigh in during the public comment pe-
riod on the basis for the proposal. This bill
requires DOI to publish all scientific data
used in a proposed rule 90 days before publi-
cation. It is unclear what the intent of this
redundant provision is other than to congest
the regulatory system with even more proc-
ess and delay. If the Agency fails to meet
this new paperwork burden, the goal of the
authors is met—the protections must be de-
layed even further.

Unfortunately, these types of delay tactics
are becoming increasingly common across
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the regulatory spectrum as polluters at-
tempt to dodge their responsibilities. Thus,
H.R. 1644 continues a dangerous trend of un-
dermining public health and environmental
protections under the guise of transparency.
We urge you to vote against this legislation,
both to protect mining communities and to
our reject attempts to delay and frustrate
improved regulatory protections.
Sincerely,

Center for Biological Diversity, Center for
Effective Government, Center for Science
and Democracy at the Union of Concerned
Scientists, Economic Policy Institute, Insti-
tute for Agriculture and Trade Policy, Nat-
ural Resources Defense Council, Public Cit-
izen, United Auto Workers, United States
Public Interest Research Group.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I in-
clude in the RECORD a letter from the
Union of Concerned Scientists in
strong opposition to H.R. 1644.

UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS,
September 9, 2015.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The Union of Con-
cerned Scientists, with 450,000 members and
supporters throughout the country, strongly
opposes The Amendment in the Nature of a
Substitute to H.R. 1644, the STREAM ACT.
H.R. 1644, as amended, would require the pub-
lic disclosure of any and all information used
to promulgate rules, and even policy guid-
ance, relating to the Surface Mining and
Control Act.

As we highlighted in Science, this proposal
is just another example of what’s becoming
an old and tired song: an attempt to cloak an
effort to block common-sense regulation in
the guise of transparency. Furthermore, as
we noted in a letter sent to the U.S. House of
Representatives earlier this year opposing
H.R. 1030, the Secret Science Reform Act,
this type of proposal represents a solution in
search of a problem and greatly impedes the
agency’s responsibility to protect public
health and the environment.

The amended version improves the original
bill by exempting certain types of data from
public disclosure. However, the language is
so vague, it will make it very difficult for
scientists doing federally-funded research to
know whether or not the data they have
spent years collecting may be prematurely
disclosed before they can publish their own
studies. At the very least, this discourages
scientists from doing any crucial research
that may be required to be publicly dis-
closed.

Worse, by linking agency rulemaking to
public disclosure, this bill risks the timely
implementation of regulations and guidance
documents that protect the public health
and safety and our environment. Agency
rules will be delayed if any piece of under-
lying data used to inform rules or guidance
documents is not publicly disclosed 90 days
before the proposed rule or guidance is pub-
lished. This is flawed because the data is not
owned by the Department of Interior and the
release of the data is under the researcher’s
control. For each day the data is delayed,
the comment period is extended by a day. If
the delay lasts longer than six months, the
rule must be withdrawn.

These restrictions apply even to emer-
gency rules, unless a delay ‘‘will pose an im-
minent and severe threat to human life.”” No-
tably missing here however is the environ-
ment. For example, if a stream is polluted at
a level that doesn’t pose an immediate risk
but may pose a long-term risk, under this
proposal, the environmental pollution could
not be stopped until it might be too late.

This proposal offers special interests a new
way to game the system, by challenging the
comprehensiveness of any data that the De-
partment of Interior submits to fulfill the
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bill’s requirements. Who decides when the
data includes ‘“‘all the data?”’ How much
data, for example, must be released to justify
an economic assessment, or an environ-
mental analysis or a guidance document?

Unanswered, too, is the question whether a
regulation or guidance document based on
exempt information is considered valid for
purposes of this bill. Could the use of exempt
information itself be grounds for a chal-
lenge?

This bill would also expend taxpayer dol-
lars by requiring the Department of Interior
to spend $2 million on a study to evaluate
the ‘‘effectiveness’ of 1983 regulation to pro-
tect perennial and intermittent streams
through the use of stream buffer zones. But
the goal of the study is not to actually help
the Department of Interior become a better
custodian of our environment.

The real goal is to impose a sweeping mor-
atorium on all regulations related to stream
buffer zones for the time it takes the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences to complete the
‘‘comprehensive study’’ plus another year for
review. Since the bill anticipates funding for
the NAS in both 2016 and 2017, Interior regu-
lations would be blocked for at least three
years. If the study is never funded though,
the rules would be indefinitely delayed.

We recommend that you oppose Represent-
ative Mooney’s amendment to H.R. 1644, as
well as the underlying bill. The proposal
would inhibit the Department of Interior’s
ability to carry out its science and evidence-
based responsibility to protect human health
and the environment. We strongly urge you
not to report this proposal out of committee.

Sincerely,
ANDREW A. ROSENBERG, PH.D.,
Director, Center for Science and
Democracy, Union of Concerned Scientists.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from the
great State of Washington (Ms. HER-
RERA BEUTLER).

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. Mr.
Speaker, for 20 years, Republican and
Democratic administrations, alike,
have effectively regulated navigable
waters—which is the official term—
under the Clean Water Act to protect
both our environment and private
property, but the Obama administra-
tion is trying to change all of that. The
Obama Administration’s new definition
will give the EPA authority over every
pond or seasonal stream, drainage
ditch, or puddle in the United States—
every single one. Every piece of land
where water falls from the heavens, the
EPA is claiming control over.

What does that mean if you want to
put a deck on your house or move your
driveway or build a shed or something
similar? It means you are going to
have to apply to the Federal Govern-
ment for a permit.

What do those permits look like?
They take upwards of 788 days to ob-
tain, and they cost upwards of $270,000
to get per permit, per puddle, per ditch,
or per stream that you want to amend.

So I hope you are either really rich
and have a ton of time on your hands
or you don’t want to ever change any-
thing because this is almost impos-
sible.

I would call this new change a solu-
tion in search of a problem, but it is a

January 12, 2016

solution that is going to create a prob-
lem. There is no evidence that this is
going to give us stronger environ-
mental protections, that we are going
to have cleaner water, or that we are
even going to have a benefit. What is
really going to happen is the EPA is
going to be kingmaker; and you and I,
as Americans, are going to be forced to
grovel at their feet, begging for per-
mits on our own land.

This really impacts those of us in the
West tremendously. Every American
should sit up and pay attention be-
cause this impacts everybody, includ-
ing cities and counties.

I hope you don’t need a new hospital
in your area or you don’t need a gro-
cery store or perhaps your city needs
to expand or grow or change, because
this effectively says that one agency,
headed by very political and liberal—at
this point, very liberal—ideologues will
get to make that decision, and they are
not going to give us the benefit. That
is the scary thing here.

So I look forward to joining with Re-
publicans and commonsense Demo-
crats, because believe it or not, just
like in years past, Republicans and
Democrats are both opposed to this, to
put this block in place and to move for-
ward.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would just simply say
that there is a difference between
Democrats and Republicans when it
comes to the environment, protecting
the health and well-being of the people
of this country, especially from indus-
try. I think we, on the Democratic
side, have consistently been on the side
of protecting people, and my friends on
the other side have been consistently
on the side of industry, no matter what
it means to people.

We see what is going on in Flint,
Michigan, right now and the terrible
water crisis that is happening there
and the Republican Governor who is
part of what appears to be a coverup at
the expense of those citizens. It really
is quite astonishing.
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Again, this bill is going nowhere. It
is going to be vetoed by the White
House. So we can go through this cha-
rade.

I would just conclude right now, at
least this portion of my speech here, by
saying that, as I said in the beginning,
if, in fact, my friends on the other side
of the aisle want to get serious about
legislating, there are areas of agree-
ment on these environmental issues,
and certainly on this issue regarding
Iran, where Democrats and Repub-
licans can come together. But for
whatever reason, I think my Repub-
lican friends have no interest in serious
legislating. I think that is regrettable
because what we are doing here is
wasting taxpayer money and wasting
the people’s time here in this Congress.
We could be doing other things that
could actually be moving this country
forward.
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I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. HILL).

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
friend from Washington (Mr.
NEWHOUSE) for yielding.

In my capacity as a member of the
House Committee on Financial Serv-
ices’ Task Force to Investigate Ter-
rorism Financing and as a businessper-
son with over three decades of experi-
ence in both international affairs and
banking, I have carefully considered
the testimony of leading foreign policy
experts cautioning against America
blindly putting its faith in a country
that has never done anything to make
them worthy of that trust.

The nuclear agreement has only
emboldened the Iranian regime. And
why wouldn’t it? When one sees the re-
cent results of President Clinton’s
agreement with North Korea and this
administration’s lack of resolve and re-
alism, why not?

I remind this body, Secretary Kerry,
and the President of the warning issued
to the House of Commons by Winston
Churchill: ‘“An appeaser is one who
feeds a crocodile hoping it will eat him
last.”

The Iranians have kidnapped another
American, taken deliveries of missile
technology from Russia, conducted
missile tests in violation of U.N. Secu-
rity Council resolutions, and ramped
up the actions and rhetoric against our
Arab allies. All of this is disturbing.
This is all before Iran has even received
a dime of up to $100 billion in expected
sanctions relief.

When he announced the nuclear
agreement, the President said: ‘““‘Amer-
ican sanctions on Iran for its support
of terrorism, its human rights abuses,
its ballistic missile program, will con-
tinue to be fully enforced.”

The bill discussed in this rule, H.R.
3662, guarantees that. This bill removes
the politicization of the listed entities
in the nuclear agreement and forces
this President to live up to his own
rhetoric.

I am proud to support this critical
piece of legislation. I call on all Mem-
bers to support the rule and final pas-
sage of the bill and help guarantee the
safety of the American people and our
allies around the world from one of our
most credible threats to our national
security.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would just say to the gentleman
that, if this were a serious effort to do
something in response to Iran’s behav-
ior, this would be a bipartisan effort,
but it isn’t. It is clear what this is.
This is a way to basically try to embar-
rass the President, I guess. That seems
to be the motivation behind almost ev-
erything that is brought to this House
floor.

Mr. Speaker, as I said before, we
ought to be doing serious business
here, and we are not. One of the things
that we have been trying to do on our
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side is to bring to the floor legislation
and amendments to deal with the ter-
rible situation with regard to gun vio-
lence in our country. We are rebuffed
at every moment. We can’t bring any-
thing to this floor with regard to guns,
I guess because the Republican Con-
gressional Campaign Committee
doesn’t want to tick off the National
Rifle Association.

Be that as it may, I want to urge my
colleagues to defeat the previous ques-
tion. If we do, I will offer an amend-
ment to the rule to bring up bipartisan
legislation—this is actually Democrats
and Republicans who support this—
that would close a glaring loophole in
our gun laws allowing suspected terror-
ists to legally buy firearms. This bill
would bar the sale of firearms and ex-
plosives to those on the FBI’s terrorist
watch list.

Mr. Speaker, amidst gun violence in
communities across our country and
global acts of terrorism, it is time for
Congress to act and keep guns out of
the hands of suspected terrorists.

I ask unanimous consent to insert
the text of the amendment in the
RECORD along with extraneous mate-
rial immediately prior to the vote on
the previous question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. MCcGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, for
the life of me, I can’t understand why
somehow it is okay to bar suspected
terrorists from flying on airplanes, but
somehow it is this terrible infringe-
ment on their rights to say that they
can’t go out and buy a firearm. It
makes absolutely no sense. I don’t
think the American people—whether
you are Democrat or Republican or
Independent—can figure out why peo-
ple are so resistant to that here in this
Congress.

Here is a novel idea. bring it to the
floor. Allow us to have an up-or-down
vote, not just a procedural vote, but a
real up-or-down vote on this, and I am
willing to bet that it will probably pass
with a bipartisan vote.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, if it
embarrasses the President to be held
accountable for the very words that
come out of his mouth, I guess there is
not much we can do about that.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
LAMALFA).

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague from Washington for
yielding me the time.

I guess if we want to advance policy
around here, the rhetoric coming from
across the aisle about it being a waste
of time to legislate and put these ideas
out in front of the American people and
hold the President accountable for the
runaway efforts by his administration
and his agencies, then we are just not
hearing an honest effort on the other
side.

We have half-baked regulations that
will damage sectors of our economy in
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this 262 pages of revised rules that are
coming down from the Department of
the Interior. Since 1983, the stream
buffer zone rule has been a rule that
has struck a pretty good balance be-
tween protecting water resources and
mining. Adding 262 new pages effec-
tively bans all mining within 100 feet of
anything that they might define as a
stream, which is going to have very
detrimental effects on energy and our
ability to conduct business in this Na-
tion.

The new rule would lead to the loss
of thousands of jobs, damage our Na-
tion’s ability to produce critical min-
erals, construction materials, and do-
mestic energy, something that we have
had an advantage on up until recently.

While Interior claims to have spent 6
years studying this rule, it managed to
completely ignore the views of the
States impacted by the rule. I think we
need to have more local input and sup-
port to H.R. 1644 and hold the adminis-
tration accountable for what it does.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. CARTER), my good friend.

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of this rule and passage of S.J. Res. 22,
which provides congressional dis-
approval on EPA’s extreme overreach
with their waters of the U.S. rule.

Last June, the EPA published its
final orders of the U.S. rule that would
virtually give them authority over any
place water flows or accumulates. This
would include driveways, ditches, man-
made ponds, and even our watered
lawns.

Currently, private and public entities
spend an average of $271,000 and wait an
average of 788 days to obtain permits
from the EPA for projects currently
under its jurisdiction. Expanding
EPA’s authority in this unprecedented
way would be extremely devastating to

landowners, especially farmers, and
make devastating statistics even
worse.

With this bill, Congress would nullify
this ridiculous rule and continue to
provide Americans with personal con-
trol over their property. Property is
not an asset that can be taken control
of on the whim of a government agen-
cy. Property rights are an essential
natural right of every American, and
this fact has been embedded in our
country’s DNA since its beginning.

I urge my colleagues to support this
rule and S.J. Res. 22 so we can prevent
this terrible law from infringing on the
natural rights of all Americans.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I have heard a couple of speakers now
talk on this, and I think some of the
confusion might be cleared up if they
actually read the rule.

The gentlewoman from Washington
who spoke earlier talked about that
this would regulate puddles. Well, the
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clean water rule does not regulate pud-
dles. In fact, numerous comments were
submitted to EPA asking the Agency
specifically to exclude puddles. I have
got good news for you: the final rules
does just that, and the clean water rule
does not regulate most ditches either.
We might as well get those facts on the
table.

I would urge my colleagues on the
other side that maybe they ought to
read the rule before they come up with
a bill like the one they came up with.

Mr. Speaker, I don’t know what else
to say, other than the fact that this
process stinks. Again, two closed rules
and a structured rule on the third bill.

We have a controversial bill on Iran
that is one of the most partisan pieces
of legislation on foreign policy that has
been brought to this floor by my Re-
publican friends. It is really frustrating
because I think there is a lot of com-
mon ground on holding Iran account-
able where Democrats and Republicans
could come together and actually craft
something that had, if not unanimous
support, almost unanimous support. I
think that would be a powerful signal
to send not only to Iran, but to the rest
of the world. But instead of going down
that road, my Republican friends de-
cided to squander that opportunity and
come up with a political sound bite.

The same goes for the two environ-
mental bills that are being brought be-
fore this House. They are going no-
where, but they are nice sound bites,
and they may please a particular spe-
cial interest, but this is not serious
legislating.

I am going to say to my colleagues
again, I know you are going on your re-
treat this week, and maybe there ought
to be a side meeting that some of my
friends have about what it is that they
think we ought to be doing here in this
Chamber and what it is that they think
that their job ought to be. I would sug-
gest that it has to be about more than
just political sound bites and mes-
saging bills.

There is a lot that we need to get
done. That requires us working to-
gether. I won’t get everything I want
and you may not get everything you
want, but we need to figure out a way
to make this place work because it is
not working. There is a reason why the
approval rating of Congress is like in
the negative numbers. It is because
people see consistently nothing but po-
litical sound bites and messaging bills
come to the floor and get voted on and
we debate them passionately, but they
go nowhere. I think people would like
us all better, Democrats and Repub-
licans, if we actually accomplished
something.

I hope you go on your retreat and
you kind of reflect on that, and maybe
you will come back the week after with
a new outlook. Maybe all of these
promises from the Speaker of the
House and the previous Speaker of the
House about a more open process about
regular order will be more than words
when you come back.
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I would finally say again that I urge
my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no’ on the pre-
vious question so we can bring up this
commonsense bipartisan bill to basi-
cally prevent those who are on the ter-
rorist watch list from being sold guns.

Again, I, for the life of me, don’t un-
derstand why it is so controversial, but
in this House of Representatives it is.

Vote ‘‘no’ on the previous question.
Vote ‘“no” on this closed rule, and re-
ject this closed process.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I appreciate the good gentleman’s
wishes for a good retreat for the Re-
publicans this coming next few days,
and I look forward to finding opportu-
nities to work together with his side of
the aisle on many important things
facing our Nation.

I just would remind them, too, that
there have been plenty of opportunities
for all Members of this body to have
input on these pieces of legislation be-
fore us through committee, here on the
floor, in Rules. I think following reg-
ular order is proving exactly what we
wanted it to do to give people that op-
portunity. I am very happy that we
have been able to do that.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good, straight-
forward rule that we are considering
today allowing for consideration of
three very important pieces of legisla-
tion that I think will protect our na-
tional security interests abroad and
hold the administration accountable
for sanctions lifted under the Iran nu-
clear agreement. It will ensure that
mining communities and hardworking
families are not crushed by another
crippling Federal regulation, and it
will help protect our rural western
communities by providing much-need-
ed relief from the burdensome waters
of the United States rule.
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Although we may have different
viewpoints and differences of opinion, I
believe this rule and the underlying
bills are strong measures that are im-
portant to our country’s future.

I urge my colleagues to support
House Resolution 583 as well as the un-
derlying bills.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. MCGOVERN is as follows:

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 583 OFFERED BY

MR. MCGOVERN

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing new sections:

SEC. 6. Immediately upon adoption of this
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 1076) to increase public
safety by permitting the Attorney General
to deny the transfer of a firearm or the
issuance of firearms or explosives licenses to
a known or suspected dangerous terrorist.
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority

January 12, 2016

member of the Committee on the Judiciary.
After general debate the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minute
rule. All points of order against provisions in
the bill are waived. At the conclusion of con-
sideration of the bill for amendment the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to
recommit with or without instructions. If
the Committee of the Whole rises and re-
ports that it has come to no resolution on
the bill, then on the next legislative day the
House shall, immediately after the third
daily order of business under clause 1 of rule
XIV, resolve into the Committee of the
Whole for further consideration of the bill.
SEC. 7. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of H.R. 1076.
THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT
IT REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about
what the House should be debating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives (VI, 308-311), de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘“‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
“The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”

The Republican majority may say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.”” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual: ‘Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule . . . When the mo-
tion for the previous question is defeated,
control of the time passes to the Member
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of
amendment.”

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House
of Representatives, the subchapter titled
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
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[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘“Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous
question, who may offer a proper amendment
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.”

Clearly, the vote on the previous question
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan.

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker,
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for any electronic vote on the
question of adoption.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 233, nays
173, not voting 27, as follows:

[Roll No. 36]

on

YEAS—233
Abraham Dold Hurd (TX)
Aderholt Donovan Issa
Allen Duffy Jenkins (KS)
Amash Duncan (TN) Jenkins (WV)
Amodei Ellmers (NC) Johnson (OH)
Babin Emmer (MN) Johnson, Sam
Barr Farenthold Jolly
Barton Fincher Jones
Benishek Fitzpatrick Jordan
Bilirakis Fleischmann Joyce
Bishop (MI) Fleming Katko
Bishop (UT) Flores Kelly (MS)
Black Forbes Kelly (PA)
Blackburn Fortenberry King (IA)
Blum Foxx King (NY)
Boustany Franks (AZ) Kinzinger (IL)
Brady (TX) Frelinghuysen Kline
Brat Garrett Knight
Brooks (AL) Gibbs Labrador
Brooks (IN) Gibson LaHood
Buchanan Gohmert LaMalfa
Buck Goodlatte Lamborn
Bucshon Gosar Lance
Burgess Gowdy Latta
Byrne Granger LoBiondo
Calvert Graves (GA) Long
Carter (GA) Graves (LA) Loudermilk
Carter (TX) Graves (MO) Love
Chabot, Griffith Lucas
Chaffetz Grothman Luetkemeyer
Clawson (FL) Guinta Lummis
Coffman Guthrie MacArthur
Cole Hanna Marchant
Collins (GA) Hardy Marino
Collins (NY) Harper Massie
Conaway Harris McCarthy
Cook Hartzler McCaul
Costello (PA) Heck (NV) McClintock
Cramer Hensarling McHenry
Crawford Herrera Beutler McKinley
Crenshaw Hice, Jody B. McMorris
Curbelo (FL) Hill Rodgers
Davis, Rodney Holding McSally
Denham Hudson Meadows
Dent Huelskamp Meehan
DeSantis Huizenga (MI) Mica
DesJarlais Hultgren Miller (FL)
Diaz-Balart Hunter Miller (MI)

Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peterson
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Pompeo
Posey
Price, Tom
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rice (SC)
Rigell

Adams
Aguilar
Ashford
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Duckworth
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Esty
Farr
Fattah

Barletta
Bost
Bridenstine
Cardenas
Comstock

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross

Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Russell
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart

NAYS—173

Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Graham
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hastings
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Honda
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kildee
Kilmer
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lee
Levin
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Moulton
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Stivers
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton

Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Whitfield
Wilson (S0)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin

Zinke

Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nolan
Norcross
O’Rourke
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Sherman
Sinema
Sires
Slaughter
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takai
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Titus
Tonko
Torres
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters, Maxine
Watson Coleman
Welch
Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—27

Culberson
Delaney
Duncan (SC)
Eshoo
Grayson

Hinojosa
Hurt (VA)
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kind
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Messer Schrader Weber (TX)

Palazzo Smith (WA) Westmoreland

Rush Stutzman Williams

Ryan (OH) Thompson (MS) Wilson (FL)
7 1406

Mr. MACARTHUR changed his vote
from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mrs. COMSTOCK. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 36, had | been present, | would have
voted “yes.”

Mr. HURT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | was
not present for roll call vote No. 36 on Order-
ing the Previous Question on H. Res. 583—
The combined rule providing for consideration
of H.R. 1644, H.R. 3662, and S.J. Res. 22.
Had | been present, | would have voted “yea.”

Stated against:

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, | was not
present during rollcall vote number 36 on Jan-
uary 12, 2016. | would like to reflect that on
rollcall vote number 36, | would have voted
“no.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, 1 de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 239, noes 183,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 37]

The

AYES—239
Abraham Culberson Hartzler
Aderholt Curbelo (FL) Heck (NV)
Allen Dayvis, Rodney Hensarling
Amash Denham Herrera Beutler
Amodei Dent Hice, Jody B.
Babin DeSantis Hill
Barr DesJarlais Holding
Barton Diaz-Balart Hudson
Benishek Dold Huelskamp
Bilirakis Donovan Huizenga (MI)
Bishop (MI) Duffy Hultgren
Bishop (UT) Duncan (TN) Hunter
Black Ellmers (NC) Hurd (TX)
Blackburn Emmer (MN) Hurt (VA)
Blum Farenthold Issa
Bost Fincher Jenkins (KS)
Boustany Fitzpatrick Jenkins (WV)
Brady (TX) Fleischmann Johnson (OH)
Brat Fleming Johnson, Sam
Bridenstine Flores Jolly
Brooks (AL) Forbes Jones
Brooks (IN) Fortenberry Jordan
Buchanan Foxx Joyce
Buck Franks (AZ) Katko
Bucshon Frelinghuysen Kelly (MS)
Burgess Garrett Kelly (PA)
Byrne Gibbs King (IA)
Calvert Gibson King (NY)
Carter (GA) Gohmert Kinzinger (IL)
Carter (TX) Goodlatte Kline
Chabot Gosar Knight
Chaffetz Gowdy Labrador
Clawson (FL) Granger LaHood
Coffman Graves (GA) LaMalfa
Cole Graves (LA) Lamborn
Collins (GA) Graves (MO) Lance
Collins (NY) Griffith Latta
Comstock Grothman LoBiondo
Conaway Guinta Long
Cook Guthrie Loudermilk
Costello (PA) Hanna Love
Cramer Hardy Lucas
Crawford Harper Luetkemeyer
Crenshaw Harris Lummis
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MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Pittenger
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Poliquin

Adams
Aguilar
Ashford
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F

Duckworth
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Esty

Farr
Fattah

Pompeo
Posey

Price, Tom
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Russell
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)

NOES—183

Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Graham
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hastings
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Honda
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kildee
Kilmer
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lee
Levin
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
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Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin
Zinke

Moore
Moulton
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nolan
Norcross
O’Rourke
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pingree
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Sherman
Sinema
Sires
Slaughter
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takai
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tonko
Torres
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz

Wasserman Watson Coleman Yarmuth

Schultz Welch
Waters, Maxine Wilson (FL)

NOT VOTING—11

Barletta Kennedy Smith (WA)
Conyers Kind Westmoreland
Delaney Meadows Williams
Duncan (SC) Palazzo

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing.
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So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

SUPPORTING TRANSPARENT REG-
ULATORY AND ENVIRONMENTAL
ACTIONS IN MINING ACT

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill,
H.R. 1644.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 583 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 1644.

The Chair appoints the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. PAULSEN) to pre-
side over the Committee of the Whole.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1644) to
amend the Surface Mining Control and
Reclamation Act of 1977 to ensure
transparency in the development of en-
vironmental regulations, and for other
purposes, with Mr. PAULSEN in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
bill is considered read the first time.

The gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
LAMBORN) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. LOWENTHAL) each will
control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I rise today in strong support of H.R.
1644, the Supporting Transparent Regu-
latory and Environmental Actions in
Mining Act, or the STREAM Act for
short.

The STREAM Act has three goals.
First, it establishes a requirement for
scientific transparency and integrity in
any rulemaking conducted by the Of-
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fice of Surface Mining—we will be call-
ing that OSM during our debate—under
the authority of the Surface Mining
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977.
Some people call it SMCRA.

In the past, the Office of Surface
Mining, or OSM, has sought to promul-
gate rules based on internal studies
that are not made public. The first sec-
tion of H.R. 1644, the STREAM Act, en-
sures transparency by requiring OSM
to publish all scientific products it re-
lies on in the rulemaking process.

For federally funded scientific prod-
ucts, the STREAM Act requires OSM
to also publish raw data. If a scientific
product is withheld from the public for
more than 6 months, then the rule, en-
vironmental analysis, or economic as-
sessment it supports will be with-
drawn.

The second goal is to require an inde-
pendent third-party assessment of the
existing 1983 rule—which we are oper-
ating under right now—to determine if
any deficiencies exist. The purpose of
the independent study is to mitigate
the polarization of this issue.

As such, the STREAM Act requires
the Secretary of the Interior, in con-
sultation with the Interstate Mining
Compact Commission, to contract with
the National Academy of Sciences to
conduct a study of the 1983 stream buff-
er zone rule.

Mr. Chairman, this study will exam-
ine the effectiveness of the existing
1983 rule by the National Academy of
Sciences and make recommendations
for improving the rule, if necessary.

The Secretary is prohibited from
issuing any regulations addressing
stream buffer zones or stream protec-
tion until 1 year after the completion
of the study and is required to take
into consideration the findings or rec-
ommendations of the study.

This element of the STREAM Act is
important because it ensures that the
24 States with primacy over surface
mining will have input on the study.
Unfortunately, beginning in 2011, OSM
completely shut the States out of the
rulemaking process, even though OSM
had signed memoranda of under-
standing with 10 cooperating agency
States in 2010 and one other State sign-
ing on as a commentator.

According to OSM, ‘‘States permit
and regulate 97 percent of the Nation’s
coal production. States and tribes also
abate well over 90 percent of the aban-
doned mine lands problems.’”” That is in
the words of OSM.

The expertise for understanding the
stream protection rule and other regu-
lations promulgated under the Surface
Mining Control and Reclamation Act
lies with the States, not with OSM.
Yet, the States were completely cut
out of the rulemaking process.

The third goal, finally, of H.R. 1644 is
to inhibit OSM’s regulatory overreach
by curtailing regulatory action that
would duplicate, enforce, or determine
compliance with laws that are outside
of OSM’s jurisdiction.

An express concern related to the on-
going stream buffer zone rule rewrite is
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that OSM has sought to interpret and
enforce the Clean Water Act, which is
outside of its authority, by estab-
lishing a new set of water quality mon-
itoring, evaluation standards, and pro-
cedures. In fact, the draft rule amends
475 existing rules promulgated under
SMCRA, the Surface Mining Control
and Reclamation Act.

OSM used the rulemaking process to
rewrite the Surface Mining Control and
Reclamation Act of 1977 and went well
outside of Congress’ intent in writing
that law.

Also—and this is amazingly short-
sighted for our economic and energy
future as a country—the draft rule re-
leased in July 2015 would freeze or
sterilize more than 60 percent of the
Nation’s coal reserves.

If the draft rule, as written, is final-
ized, the administration will expose the
U.S. taxpayer to takings litigation.
This has happened before. An example
would be the Whitney Benefits case in
Wyoming that involved a regulatory
taking of coal reserves that underlie
alluvial material.

Passage of the STREAM Act will halt
this destructive rulemaking process
and provide an avenue for a collabo-
rative approach to address deficiencies
in the existing rule, if any, with the
primacy States. It will save and pro-
tect the American taxpayer.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the STREAM Act, or H.R. 1644,
which is simply the latest attempt by
the majority to prevent the implemen-
tation of new, commonsense rules to
protect people and the environment
from the destructive impacts of moun-
taintop removal coal mining.

Mountaintop removal mining is a se-
rious environmental and health threat.
It occurs throughout Appalachia.
Countries literally blast the tops off of
mountains, scoop out the coal, and
dump what used to be the mountaintop
into the valleys below.

In the process, landscapes are
scarred, wildlife habitat is destroyed,
mountain streams are buried, fish are
killed, and the people living in the val-
leys suffer.

The impact on the landscapes, as you
can see from this picture here, is obvi-
ous. It doesn’t take a rocket scientist
to look at this photo of a mountaintop
removal mine and understand the cata-
strophic impact to the environment.
The impacts, however, to people are
not as obvious to the naked eye, but
they are just as severe.

Several years ago there was an arti-
cle titled ‘‘Mountaintop Mining Con-
sequences,” in the journal Science. As
we all know, Science is one of the most
preeminent scientific journals in the
world.

In that paper, a dozen scientists from
10 institutions reported that mountain-
top mining with valley filling ‘‘re-
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vealed serious environmental impacts
that mitigation practices cannot suc-
cessfully address.”

They went on to write that ‘“‘water
emerges from the base of valley fills
containing a variety of solutes toxic or
damaging to biota,” and that ‘‘recov-
ery of biodiversity in mining waste-im-
pacted streams has not been docu-
mented.” Again, that is a direct quote.

But let’s also talk about the impacts
upon people. They write, ‘“‘Adult hos-
pitalizations for chronic pulmonary
disorders and hypertension are ele-
vated as a function of county-level coal
production, as are rates of mortality;
lung cancer; and chronic heart, lung,
and kidney disease.”

These are serious issues. They de-
serve a serious response. The current
administration proposed such a re-
sponse in July of last year with a new
rule to govern mountaintop removal
mining. Sadly, the majority is falling
back on the same political playbook
they have used time and time again:
attack, obstruct, and delay.

What do I mean by that? As it was
pointed out, the development of the
stream buffer zone, which is what we
are talking about, took place under the
Reagan administration in 1983, in
which the President and the adminis-
tration proposed a buffer around
streams to protect the valleys around
it.

It was just the beginning. It gave the
Office of Surface Mining oversight over
the management, knowing that there
are really some problems in there still
to be worked out later in terms of how
you regulate when this is done pri-
marily by the States. This new buffer
requirement that you have got to give
these streams 100 feet on each side
went on after 1983.

On December 18, 2008, at the very last
moment—at midnight—in President
Bush’s term, he introduced a new
stream buffer rule in which he basi-
cally eviscerated the old and gave
many more exemptions and, as I
quoted, put in a new rule in 2008 that
said that not only did it loosen protec-
tion, it allowed for the dumping of this
residue from mining into the streams if
avoiding disturbance of the stream is
not potentially or reasonably possible.
So what it said is that you can dump.
If you can’t figure out what else to do,
you can dump.

Immediately that was challenged in
the courts. By 2014, the Federal courts
overturned Bush’s stream buffer rule.
That is where we were by 2014. It was
overturned by the courts even though
it was never fully implemented to
change the Reagan rule.

Then what happened right after that,
in February 2014, the majority party
then said, ‘‘Let’s put up the loosening
of the buffer rule by having now put
the Bush rule into legislation.”

Well, that was voted down. That
came out of this House, but never was
voted upon and never got to the Presi-
dent’s desk.

Then what happened in the omnibus
bill is they decided to change from di-
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rect opposition by weakening the rule
to delaying the rule. They said, ‘“Well,
let’s put in a 1l-year delay.” This De-
cember that was one of the riders in
the appropriations omnibus, but that
was taken out at the last minute.

Then we held a hearing in Natural
Resources on this new bill that is be-
fore us, H.R. 1644, which occurred, as
we all know, in May of 2015. We held a
hearing on this stream buffer rule to
delay the new rule that was going to be
coming out in 3 years. But we had the
delay in it. We held that hearing 2
months before the rule was even pro-
posed.

So we are delaying a rule that was
first proposed months before we even
actually saw what we were delaying in
that rule. Then what happens is that
we are now here to vote on a bill that
delays the action for 3 years.
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It is really all about delay. It is not
about the policy, because the policy,
we would give at least a chance to
work with this new stream protection
rule if we were really dealing with the
policy and seeing what needs to be im-
proved upon where we are. We are
going back to delaying it, the new im-
plementation.

Why did it take from 2008 until now
to really come up with a new stream
protection rule?

Well, in large part that was due to
the majority party’s multiyear inves-
tigation into the rule. We had various
subpoenas and tens of thousands of
pages of documents, but in the end we
found no political misconduct. All we
did was to delay the implementation of
a new rule from even coming out and
costing the taxpayers money.

There were political shenanigans
going on in the rule, even though they
found no real political shenanigans
going on. However, we had 12 hearings
to deal with political shenanigans. The
administration’s proposed rule comes
out in July. It is now January, over 7
months.

How many hearings have we heard on
the proposed rule? How many? I think
the answer is zero. So we have never
discussed the proposed rule. We are
now voting to delay it, without ever
discussing what it is, and it is just
completely irresponsible to be now vot-
ing on something that stops a rule in
its tracks that we have never had time
to discuss.

Now, we know that this bill isn’t
going to go anywhere. Even if the Sen-
ate was to pass it, the President has al-
ready issued a veto threat.

So instead of this bad rerun, where
the majority now is trying to evade
and block this rule for the fourth time,
maybe we should take a look at some
of these environmental consequences
and health impacts of mountaintop re-
moval mining; look at the proposed
rule and try to work with the adminis-
tration to really come up with some-
thing that protects communities, in-
stead of just attacking and, if that
doesn’t work, delaying.
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I urge my colleagues to defeat this
bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. MOONEY) who has
done an excellent job on the committee
representing the folks of West Virginia.

Mr. MOONEY from West Virginia.
Mr. Chairman, I thank Chairman LAM-
BORN and Chairman BISHOP for their
leadership in getting this bill to the
floor, and my friend, BILL JOHNSON, for
his continued support on this issue.

It is imperative that we pass our bill,
H.R. 1644, the Supporting Transparent
Regulatory and Environmental Actions
in Mining Act, also known as the
STREAM Act.

My bill delays the implementation of
the Obama administration’s stream
protection rule. When the rewrite of
the rule was first proposed, the Office
of Surface Mining described it as a
“minor” regulation that would only
impact one coal region. They could not
be more wrong.

This rule contains sweeping changes
that modify 475 existing rules and is
over 2,500 pages in length. Taken to-
gether, these changes will destroy up
to 77,000 coal mining jobs nationwide,
including up to 52,000 in the Appa-
lachian region.

This would be devastating to States,
like my home State of West Virginia,
that have already been hit hard by
President Obama’s continuous war on
coal. Between 5,000 and 10,000 jobs in
western mining States will be lost, be-
tween 5,000 and 14,000 jobs will be lost
in the interior States, and between
30,000 and 50,000 jobs in the Appa-
lachian region will be lost due to this
new stream protection rule.

These new regulations would be cata-
strophic to the hardworking American
families that depend on coal to keep
their energy costs low. In my State, 90
percent of power is generated by coal-
fired plants.

One recent study showed that if the
Obama administration successfully im-
plements its radical environmental
policies, the average American family
will experience a $1,707-a-year increase
in their home energy costs by the year
2025.

The average American family earned
$63,657 last year. The average family in
West Virginia earned $41,059, which is
$12,5698 under the national average. This
home energy cost increase will be det-
rimental for all Americans, but espe-
cially for West Virginians.

When I campaigned to represent the
people of the Second Congressional
District of West Virginia, I promised
that I would do all I could to fight for
the coal industry and the hardworking
men and women of our State. You have
to understand that these jobs in West
Virginia are good-paying jobs. These
are jobs that families rely on to put
food on the table and provide for the
health and safety of their families.

This STREAM Act is completely un-
necessary. Going after these jobs is cal-
lous and wrong.
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West Virginia and our country need
the STREAM Act to pass the House
and the Senate and be signed into law.
I urge my colleagues in the House to
vote for this important bill today.

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. GRIJALVA).

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, not
long ago, the Speaker of the House,
PAUL RYAN, said that he wanted to
make the House an ‘‘ideas factory.”
But with this bill today, it is clear that
the only items being produced by the
House are cookie-cutters, because we
have done this before, again and again
and again.

House Republicans have made it
their mission to kill the stream protec-
tion rule and protect the ability of coal
companies to dump their mining waste
wherever they want. They didn’t see
the rule until last July, but that hasn’t
kept them from a b-year crusade to
prioritize mining company profits over
the health and welfare of nearby com-
munities, wildlife, and the environ-
ment.

First, they carried out a multiyear
investigation into this rule, holding no
less than 12 hearings and demanding
tens of thousands of pages of docu-
ments, and ultimately coming up with
nothing. Then they passed a bill last
Congress to block the rule. Actually,
they liked it so much, they passed the
bill twice. Those bills, however, went
nowhere.

This Congress, they included a rider
on the appropriations bill to block this
rule and voted down my amendment to
strip the rider out. The rider was even-
tually removed before the bill became
law.

This bill will suffer the same fate. It
will not become law. President Obama
has said he would rightly veto this bill,
and there are not nearly enough votes
to override that veto.

So why are we wasting this Cham-
ber’s time on this meaningless cookie-
cutter legislation when we could be
facing the real energy crises con-
fronting the Nation, such as admitting
that climate change is real and helping
coal mining regions make a smooth
transition off dirty fuel?

But if we want to talk about the
stream protection rule and the dev-
astating impacts of mountaintop re-
moval coal mining, we would have a
hearing on it in the Natural Resources
Committee, and I would welcome such
a hearing.

But, as my colleague and friend from
California has pointed out, despite the
12 hearings the majority held on this
rule before they ever read it, they have
not held one since it was published. It
is almost as if their minds were made
up about the rule before it even came
out. That doesn’t sound much like an
idea factory to me, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. THOMPSON), a mem-
ber of the Natural Resources Com-
mittee.
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Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Chairman, I thank my colleague
for the time to speak regarding this
important legislation, which I believe
would help relieve the overregulation
that we have seen in recent years in
the coal industry.

The coal mining industry has sup-
ported countless jobs in Pennsylvania’s
Fifth Congressional District for gen-
erations and continues to do so. In ad-
dition to jobs, coal also helps provide
millions of Americans with affordable
and reliable energy.

However, overregulation, such as the
stream buffer rule, has taken a big toll
on our region. Layoffs have affected
miners and companies across Pennsyl-
vania, as these job creators continue to
face unprecedented regulatory chal-
lenges.

Reports have indicated that the re-
write of the stream buffer zone rule
from the Office of Surface Mining Rec-
lamation and Enforcement would lead
to the elimination of 7,000 mining jobs
and cause economic harm in 22 States.

With the rewritten regulations pro-
posed, this bill introduces a bit of com-
mon sense, Mr. Chairman. It seeks to
make sure that the regulation is based
on proven science, requires a study on
the strength of existing stream buffer
rules, and, finally, seeks to end dupli-
cative rulemaking. This is the least we
can do to help limit the strain and pro-
vide some certainty for coal companies
and, quite frankly, families who make
their living in that industry where so
many jobs are in the communities that
we serve.

As a cosponsor of this legislation, I
strongly support it, and I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’ on final passage.

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. YARMUTH).

Mr. YARMUTH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

In recent weeks, we have learned
about the water contamination prob-
lems in Flint, Michigan. By now, many
of us have seen angry mothers and fa-
thers on local television there, holding
up water that looks like this, demand-
ing a response from government offi-
cials.

I think we all support the steps that
the State and Federal Government are
now taking to ensure that the water in
Flint is safe for families to drink. But
what if the legislation we are debating
right now prevented government offi-
cials from taking that action? There
would obviously be an outcry from
Members on both sides of the aisle, and
the bill would likely be defeated, as it
should be.

I am here on the floor today to say
that this bill does, in fact, block gov-
ernment officials from protecting the
water supply, not for the people of
Flint, but for families in Appalachia
and other coal mining communities.

This water isn’t from Flint, Michi-
gan. It is from a well near a mountain-
top removal site in eastern Kentucky.
This orange water is what comes out of
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taps in much of Appalachia, where
water is contaminated by toxic mine
waste from the reckless practice of
mountaintop removal mining.

I have talked to teachers in eastern
Kentucky who tell me that when the
children in their classes draw their en-
vironment, they draw the water orange
because that is what they see. How
tragic is that?

I have had the opportunity to fly
over mountaintop removal sites and
the areas around them, and the water
looks a lot different than it should, a
lot of colors that come out of Crayola
boxes.

Explosives used in the MTR process
pollute the air, and the exposed rock
and particulate matter allow heavy
metals and toxins to leach into and
poison the water. The situation is
made even worse by coal companies
who are allowed to dump mining waste
directly into waterways.

These actions, and the consequences
of mountaintop removal, have created
a public health crisis, with families liv-
ing near or downstream of these min-
ing sites experiencing higher rates of
cancer, heart disease, kidney disease,
cardiovascular disease, birth defects,
and infant mortality.

More than 2,000 miles of Appalachian
streams have been poisoned since
mountaintop removal began about 40
years ago. The Obama administration
is trying to respond to that crisis with
the commonsense, scientifically sound
stream buffer rule. This proposed rule
would take some important, although
modest, steps to limit mountaintop re-
moval practices and protect the water
supply in mining communities.

This bill would stop those efforts. It
allows coal companies to continue to
destroy mountains, pollute water sup-
plies, and endanger the health of fami-
lies living in the surrounding commu-
nities.

Whether in Flint, Michigan, or east-
ern Kentucky, all families deserve
water that is clean and safe and a gov-
ernment that cares and responds when
their health is in jeopardy.

I, therefore, urge my colleagues to
oppose this dangerous measure.

Mr. LAMBORN. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to recog-
nize a Member in just a second. But in
response to Mr. YARMUTH, I would just
like to point out that the Office of Sur-
face Mining has left States out of the
discussions. States like Kentucky are
not allowed to collaborate in this proc-
ess, and that is unfortunate, because I
think Kentucky and other States have
something to contribute to this dia-
logue and this issue. So that is what
the STREAM Act that we are going to
vote on in a little bit would accom-
plish.
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It brings the States back into the

equation.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. JOHN-
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SON). He has been a stalwart defender
of the coal industry and the future that
coal has in the energy and economy of
our country.

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. I thank the
chairman for those kind words.

Mr. Chairman, this is an extremely
important topic, and I couldn’t agree
more with what the gentleman has just
said.

This is largely an overreach by a
Federal agency stepping all over the
rights of the States to regulate their
own use of their natural resources.

So, for that reason, I rise today in
strong support of H.R. 1644, the
STREAM Act, legislation that requires
OSM to extend its new stream buffer
rule while the National Academy of
Sciences studies how current OSM
rules affect the industry.

Mr. Chairman, OSM’s rule will cost
jobs, increase electricity prices, and
jeopardize grid reliability, along with
usurping states’ rights. Stop and think
about it for a second. Shouldn’t Fed-
eral agencies understand what that all
means before enacting a rule like this?

The Supreme Court certainly does.
The Supreme Court has already told
the EPA, for example, in one instance:
You have got to consider the economic
impacts of the rulemaking that you are
doing.

According to recent studies, OSM’s
proposed rule will have several very
negative impacts. Let’s talk about how
it is going to cost jobs. As many as
80,000 people could lose their jobs. Now,
OSM said it is only 7,000, but a recent
study says that it could be upwards of
80,000 people.

OSM denies this job loss because they
say these jobs will be replaced by jobs
created to comply with the rule. Some-
thing tells me that those supposed new
jobs are not going to be in places where
mining is going on, in places like east-
ern and southeastern Ohio.

You are talking about entire commu-
nities rolling up the sidewalks. It is
going to raise electricity prices and af-
fect the energy grid reliability.

Roughly 64 percent of Ohio’s energy
comes from coal. Ohio’s electricity
prices are currently below the national
average. In total, 22 States rely on coal
as their primary fuel source.

This is going to usurp states’ rights.
State regulators who perform 97 per-
cent of regulatory activities are com-
pletely left out of this rulemaking
process. In fact, all but two cooper-
ating agency States have terminated
their agreement because of OSM’s ac-
tions.

Look, this administration and this
rule reflect a callous disregard for
American coal, American coal miners,
their families, the businesses that rely
on the energy, and the industry as a
whole.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge my
colleagues to put politics aside. This is
about an industry. It is about people’s
lives. I urge my colleagues to support
the STREAM Act.

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the Member from
Virginia (Mr. BEYER).
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Mr. BEYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the STREAM Act. We
should not willfully delay the stream
protection rule. I have seen firsthand
the impacts of coal mining, both posi-
tive and negative. I spent 9 years vis-
iting the coal counties in Virginia:
Buchanan, Dickenson, Lee, Wise, Rus-
sell, and others.

When times are good, there are good
incomes and nice cars. When times are
hard, times like today, when we are
not mining much coal mostly because
of the abundance of natural gas, then
things are pretty sad.

When I was Lieutenant Governor of
Virginia during the 1990s, mountaintop
removal became the most prevalent
coal mining technique in central Appa-
lachia. Surely, coal can have a positive
impact on local economies. But we also
have to look at the impact it has on
the environment and the health of
these same communities.

My good friend, Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio,
has said that these are about the lives
of people. Absolutely right. And we
have shown callous disregard for the
health of the people who live in these
communities.

The citizens of these same Virginia
coal counties have by far the worst
health outcomes of anybody in the
Commonwealth of Virginia. The cost-
benefit analysis, yes, but we are not
doing anything to stop coal companies
from mining coal or even mountaintop
removal. We are just demanding that it
be done responsibly.

It takes tons of rocks and soil to ex-
pose underlying coal seams, but these
are placed in valleys, headwater
streams filled with all this displaced
material. This can have significant im-
pacts on water quality.

West Virginia University—not one of
those liberal universities in New Eng-
land—a West Virginia study in 2012
found that mountaintop coal mining
has adverse impacts on surface and
groundwater quality. The Congres-
sional Research Service, nonpartisan,
said, since 1992, almost 1,200 miles of
streams were buried by surface coal
mining practices.

The cumulative effects of such sur-
face coal mining operations include,
number one, deforestation, which has
been linked to harming the aquatic
community; two, accelerated sediment
and nutrient transport; and, three, in-
creased algae production.

Surface mining has also been respon-
sible for most of the huge flooding in
central Appalachia because, when you
disturb natural streambeds, cover them
with mine spoils, destroy the vegeta-
tion, all the topography is different.

Virginia Tech has been working with
the coal industry for over 30 years to
mitigate these effects, to reclaim the
streams and lands that have been dis-
turbed, and a lot of progress has been
made. But we can and should do all
that we can to protect our critical
headwater and small streams before
the impacts occur.

Water monitoring found that Kelly
Branch Mine in Wise County, Virginia,
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dumped toxic pollutant selenium into
streams at levels far above the State
water quality standards and without a
permit to allow such pollution.

As a result of a citizen suit, Southern
Coal Corp. has since agreed to do the
environmental cleanup, but we
shouldn’t need the lawsuits which too
often lead to the bankruptcies of the
coal companies.

Lawsuits like this make it
unsurprising that a group of research-
ers from West Virginia University—
again—and Washington State Univer-
sity published a study in 2011 on the as-
sociation between exposure to moun-
taintop removal mining and the in-
creased rate of birth defects in central
Appalachia.

This again gets back to callous dis-
regard for the people who live in cen-
tral Appalachia. These people have
been paying for the externalized costs
of mountaintop removal for far too
long, and local communities have been
suffering life-threatening health prob-
lems and a damaged ecosystem.

This is why, with Congressman
LOWENTHAL and Congresswoman ESTY,
we offered an amendment to ensure
that this bill paid attention to the neg-
ative health impacts. Unfortunately,
the amendment was not made in order.
But we can’t continue to ignore this.

Adjusted for every other factor, over-
whelming scientific evidence links the
practice of surface coal mining with
elevated rates of serious health prob-
lems, including cancer, cardiovascular
disease, and pulmonary disease, and
overall mortality rates are about 20
percent higher in the coalfields than
the national average.

The ecological integrity of the
streams is an indicator of the human
cancer mortality rates. So the folks
that live near these streams are much
more likely to die and die young.

This bill destroys the proposed pro-
tection for the people who live in
southwest Virginia and coalfields
across the country.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote against the STREAM Act. The
people of Appalachia deserve better.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, in re-
sponse to a statement that was just
made, let me point out that Johns Hop-
kins researchers—maybe one of the
leading medical institutions in our
country—found that ‘‘no increased risk
of birth defects was observed from
births from mountaintop mining coun-
ties after adjustment for or stratifica-
tion by hospital of birth.”

So there are other issues going on
that do affect the health in these areas.
But you can’t blame it on mountaintop
mining, at least not according to Johns
Hopkins.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Wyoming (Mrs.
LumMIs), who is a valuable member of
the Committee on Natural Resources.

Mrs. LUMMIS. I thank the chairman
for his leadership on this issue.

Mr. Chairman, if you have been lis-
tening to this debate thus far, you
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would believe that we are only talking
about mountaintop mining.

Well, I want to assure you the bill
that I support that is on the floor
today is also trying to protect non-
mountaintop mining because the rules
that have been proposed by the Obama
administration apply to all coal min-
ers.

They apply to non-mountaintop min-
ing as well, including mining in my
State of Wyoming and the mining that
can occur in the State of Montana, to
my north, that has enormous undevel-
oped coal reserves.

My State of Wyoming has been the
number one coal-producing State in
this Nation since 1986, for 30 years. The
reclamation of those mines is state of
the art.

If you go to the top of the tipples at
those mines and look around, you can-
not tell, if you are an untrained eye,
whether the land has been mined and
reclaimed or undisturbed and un-
mined.

It is because the quality of reclama-
tion that is required by the State of
Wyoming is so state of the art that the
water is clean, the land is reclaimed,
the wildlife returns. In fact, the wild-
life prefers to graze on the land that
has been reclaimed, as opposed to the
land that has not been mined.

States have proven that they can
regulate and return properties to a
condition that Americans can be proud
of and know that we will be safe. Yet,
the States have been shut out of this
regulatory process.

Legislation which we are discussing
today, the STREAM Act, would allow
and restore States their rightful place
in this discussion.

Where the expertise lies is in the
States. They are the ones that should
be included in the crafting of any Fed-
eral legislation and, in my view, should
be left to the States where the exper-
tise lies and where the differences be-
tween mining on non-mountain prop-
erty and a mountain property can be
properly addressed.

Applying this stream buffer rule,
which the administration proposes, to
non-mountaintop mines is absurd. I
would further assert that the expertise
to deal with mountaintop mining lies
in the States where that mining is cur-
rently occurring.

I thank the chairman for his leader-
ship on this issue.

Mr. LAMBORN. Will
woman yield?

Mrs. LUMMIS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Colorado.

Mr. LAMBORN. I have seen some of
the operations in the great State of
Wyoming. Isn’t it true that the re-
claimed and restored land does not
have the invasive species that we have
unfortunately seen in this country in
recent decades?

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. CURBELO of
Florida). The time of the gentlewoman
has expired.

Mr. LAMBORN. I yield the gentle-
woman an additional 1 minute.

the gentle-
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So without the invasive species in
the restored land, you could almost
say, couldn’t you, that the land is bet-
ter than it was before?

Mrs. LUMMIS. Reclaiming my time,
the answer is yes, for several reasons.
It is because the mix of grasses that
are used to reseed the land that has
been mined and reclaimed is a mix of
grasses that provides for the health
that allows for grasses that don’t natu-
rally clump, grasses that spread out, to
be on the reclaimed land.

So when it rains, you don’t have the
kind of running off of the topsoil that
would occur if the grasses are the type
of grasses that tend to clump, instead
of cover the ground uniformly.

So that is one of the reasons why the
reclaimed land actually is a better trap
for water. As we know, when water
seeps into the ground, the ground natu-
rally filters the water. So it allows for
less runoff of topsoil and allows for the
rain to seep into the ground.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentlewoman has again expired.

Mr. LAMBORN. I yield the gentle-
woman from Wyoming an additional 30
seconds.

Mrs. LUMMIS. The soil itself is a
natural filter for this water. These are
the kind of things that States’ experts
know, and their expertise should be in-
serted into any rulemaking process.

That is part of the reason that I sup-
port the STREAM Act. I support my
colleagues from the East and appre-
ciate their attention to this important
piece of legislation.

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chair, I would
like to talk in response to some of the
points raised by my esteemed col-
leagues from the other side about the
doom and gloom of job loss numbers
that they presented. I believe 70,000
jobs will be lost with the proposed rule
or we just heard also possibly 80,000 di-
rect mining jobs might be lost.

These are, indeed, frightening num-
bers. Unfortunately, they are not cred-
ible and not based upon any kind of
evidence. Those estimates which we are
hearing come from a study that was
paid for by the National Mining Asso-
ciation, and those numbers are the
same, that 70- or 80,000, as the total
number of coal mining jobs currently
in the United States, according to the
Energy Information Administration.

O 1515

In fact, the National Mining Associa-
tion study that we have heard about
projects up to 52,000 coal mining job
losses in Appalachia as a result of the
administration’s proposed rule. There
are less than 50,000 coal miners in that
entire region today, so apparently this
rule creates jobs before it costs jobs.

We shouldn’t be surprised that the
industry would come up with such in-
flated numbers. After all, they don’t
need to be accurate. They just need to
scare people, much in the same way as
the American public was told that the
Affordable Care Act is going to destroy
an untold number of jobs, except that
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we have now added 14 million private
sector jobs since that act was signed
into law.

Today we should be extremely skep-
tical of industry scare tactics. Actu-
ally, the Regulatory Impact Analysis
for the stream protection rule found, in
fact, not 70,000, not 80,000, but there
would be a net loss of only 10 jobs. This
is a small price to pay for cleaner
water and healthier communities.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

In response to my good friend and
colleague Representative LOWENTHAL, I
would like to say that just in today’s
Wall Street Journal, Arch Coal re-
vealed that it has declared bankruptcy.
They are one of the top coal producers
in this country. I would say that the
loss of jobs and this administration’s
war on coal is actually a staggering
and frightening phenomenon, and that
is why we need the STREAM Act.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
JENKINS).

Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia. I
thank the chairman.

I rise today in support of the pending
legislation, H.R. 1644, the STREAM
Act.

Appalachia is suffering. Years of bur-
densome regulations from this admin-
istration have had a devastating im-
pact on coal. West Virginia miners,
families, and businesses are paying the
price.

Since 2012, according to The Wall
Street Journal, 27 coal mining compa-
nies in Appalachia have filed for bank-
ruptcy. In just the past 4 years, we
have seen 7,000 coal miners lose their
jobs in West Virginia. Why? Because
each and every day, President Obama’s
EPA and the Office of Surface Mining
are regulating coal mines out of busi-
ness and putting miners on the unem-
ployment line.

Coal miners are the heart and soul of
communities in West Virginia, and the
significant layoffs we are experiencing
are simply heartbreaking. The Presi-
dent, the EPA, and the OSM continue
to ignore the economic pain they are
inflicting.

The stream buffer zone rule, which
the STREAM Act would halt, is yet an-
other example of unnecessary regula-
tion, one that will increase energy
costs for American families and busi-
nesses.

The OSM’s new stream buffer zone
rule will lead to thousands more job
losses in West Virginia and across the
Nation. An independent study found it
would eliminate at least 40,000 direct
coal mining jobs on top of the 42,000 in-
direct jobs and other jobs that have
been lost just since 2011. Even OSM’s
own analysis estimates that this rule
would result in the loss of thousands of
jobs. That does not include the thou-
sands of jobs that depend on coal indi-
rectly: our Nation’s small businesses,
equipment manufacturers, transpor-
tation, and others.
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Mr. Chairman, this is unacceptable.
It is also the reason why I helped se-
cure a provision in the omnibus that
mandates that OSM work with the
States. I support the STREAM Act, and
I encourage its passage.

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chairman,
how much time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California has 8% minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Colorado
has 9% minutes remaining.

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume, and I would like to respond to
my colleague’s comments about the
lack of any health impacts of moun-
taintop mining, quoting a study from
Johns Hopkins University about the
lack of any identifiable birth defects
that are correlated with coal mining or
mountaintop mining.

I would like to again read from the
Science article of January 8, 2010,
called ‘‘Mountaintop Mining Con-
sequences,”” a collaborative effort of
scientists from the University of Mary-
land; from Duke University; from the
University of Minnesota; from West
Virginia University; from Wake Forest
University; from Miami University, Ox-
ford, Ohio; from the University of Cali-
fornia at Berkeley; from the University
of North Carolina at Chapel Hill; and
from the same Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity, Baltimore, Maryland. They found
their results on the potential for
human health impacts were this: adult
hospitalizations for chronic pulmonary
disorders and hypertension are ele-
vated as a function of county level coal
production, as are rates of mortality,
lung cancer, and chronic heart, lung,
and kidney diseases. That is what the
scientists have found that are the re-
sult of a potential for human health
impacts.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. KELLY).

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I strongly support H.R. 1644.
I think it is really important that
sometimes we actually talk to people
who work in coal country, people who
live in coal country, people who have
generationally been part of coal min-
ing.

Too often I come to this floor in
America’s House and I hear all these
different things that are going on. If
you want to talk about health, let’s
talk about the health of our commu-
nity. Let’s talk about the tens of thou-
sands of jobs that will be lost because
of more regulations.

We know that commodity prices will
fluctuate. The one thing we know for
sure is that regulation will not. It will
forever put a price tag on this product
that will make it impossible for it to
compete on the open market. Yet we
will sit here and we will talk about
things that really aren’t true, and we
will say it in a manner that we say this
is so bad, this product is so horrible, do
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you realize what it is doing? And my
answer is, yes, I do. It employees tens
of thousands of Americans.

These are not, by the way, Repub-
lican jobs. These are Democrat jobs for
the most part. These are American
jobs. These are red, white, and blue
jobs. This is about a product that has
been the workforce of American en-
ergy. This makes it possible for Amer-
ica to compete anywhere in the world
because of low energy costs.

I would just ask my friends, while it
may become a political issue and it
may seem like it is a great talking
point, you need to walk in those com-
munities. You need to go into those
schools. You need to go into those
towns. You need to go into those
homes. You need to go into those
mines. You need to look into the faces
and the eyes of the people who bring
this tremendous product out of the
ground and tell them what they have
been doing generationally is horrible
for the country. You need to tell them
that the way they have been making a
living, the way they have been putting
a roof over the heads of their children,
the way they have been putting food on
the table for their kids, the way they
have been putting clothes on their
backs, and the way they have been pre-
paring for their future is bad; you have
acted terribly in doing this, and we
need ought to spank you.

Really minor adjustments—475 modi-
fications. That is not minor; that is
major. That makes the cost of this
product go off the charts. It doesn’t
matter that it changes anything. This
is one promise the President kept.

When he was a candidate running for
this office, he said: If you want to con-
tinue to make power, make electricity,
by using coal-fired power plants, you
can do that, but I will bankrupt you.

He has kept that promise. Promise
made, promise kept. He has turned his
back on over a quarter of a million peo-
ple who depend on coal for their liveli-
hood. He has turned his back on an
America that is looking to take advan-
tage of gifts that were given to us by
God—natural resources.

We have not turned our back on
health; we have not turned our back on
the future of our children; but what we
also will not do is we will not turn our
back on onerous regulations that do
nothing to make it better for our peo-
ple.

All we are asking for is to take a
really good look at this. The stream
protection rule, that doesn’t make
sense. The Clean Power Plan didn’t
make sense. It makes sense to some be-
cause it will put them out of business
to say: All right. Fine. We need to do
this to really hurt these folks.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. LAMBORN. I yield an additional
1 minute to the gentleman.

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. It real-
ly comes down to this. We are at a
crossroads in this country. We have to
present really bold visions of where we
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think the country should be going. We
need to talk about policies that are
going to make America stronger. We
need to talk about policies that put
Americans back to work. We need to
talk about policies that the American
people can look at and say: Do you
know what? There is a clear difference.
There is a new day coming for Amer-
ica. There is a new way to run the gov-
ernment. There is a new way to look at
regulations and understand that these
aren’t helping; they are hurting.

I would just ask all of my colleagues
very strongly to support H.R. 1644. Do
the right thing for America. Forget
about whether to wear a red shirt or a
blue shirt. Think about the red, white,
and blue that we stand for every day.

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I would just like to respond to some
of the attacks from the other side that
are supporting the STREAM Act that
the administration’s stream protection
rule is really an attempt to destroy
jobs, it is really part of, as one of my
colleagues has said, the war on coal.
But nothing could be further from the
truth. What we are talking about are
commonsense protections for commu-
nities.

Contrary to the Republican chorus
that there is a war on coal, let me read
to you, Members, that the Energy In-
formation Administration estimates
that U.S. coal production for 2014 was
up 14 million short tons from 2013, and
that this production growth is going to
continue through 2030. While coal ex-
ports are predicted to drop in the short
term, they are going to reach historic
high grounds around 2030.

We are not talking about destroying
these communities. We are talking
about allowing these communities to
thrive, to be healthy, to protect the
valleys, to protect the streams, to pro-
tect the ecology, to protect the public
health, and to allow us to have moun-
taintop mining, but safe and healthy
mountaintop mining. That is what we
are talking about.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. RODNEY DAVIS).

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Chairman, I thank my colleague, Mr.
LAMBORN.

This is a very important issue. I
would like to thank my colleague, Mr.
MOONEY, for sponsoring this piece of
legislation that not only impacts his
home State of West Virginia and the
other coal-producing States in the Mid-
west, but also my home State of Illi-
nois.

Coal production in my home State is
a significant driver in our State’s econ-
omy, particularly the part of the State
that I represent. I would not be here
today, Mr. Chairman, without what
coal has meant to my hometown of
Taylorville in my home county of
Christian County.

I saw in the mid-nineties what a sig-
nature on a piece of paper right here in
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Washington, D.C., can do to destroy a
local economy. In Illinois alone, today,
coal jobs employ nearly 5,000 workers.
Just a few short years ago, that was
many more. The industry contributes
$2 billion to our State’s economy.

Unfortunately, this proposed stream
protection rule is another example of
this Obama administration waging war
on coal. By their own estimates, OSM
claims this rule would kill 7,000 coal
jobs. That is 2,000 more than exist in
the State of Illinois today. Through
independent analysis, it shows job
losses may be even more in the tens of
thousands.

This rule is not only going to hurt
coal miners, but also those in my dis-
trict and others that work at coal-fired
power plants. It is going to hurt con-
sumers. It is going to hurt the poorest
of the poor in this country, who are
going to have to pay higher rates when
base load generation facilities that
burn coal go offline.
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These coal-fired power plants, Mr.
Chairman, provide some of the best
paying jobs in my district. Where are
they going to go to find work when this
administration’s war on coal takes
their jobs away?

I have advocated for important lan-
guage in working with my colleagues
Mr. MOONEY, Mr. LAMBORN, BILL JOHN-
SON from Ohio, JIM RENACCI, and oth-
ers. We want to make sure that we
have the States sign off on this OSM
stream protection rule before the Fed-
eral Government can come in and take
those coal mining jobs away.

Mr. Chairman, it is clear that this
administration’s war on coal isn’t
going to stop today. I urge all of my
colleagues to vote for this legislation.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I am
prepared to close as soon as the oppos-
ing side has closed.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

In closing, I would like to read a few
lines from a letter that was sent from
a coalition of 35 national and local
groups which are strongly opposed to
this bill.

They write:

““The proposed stream protection rule
is essential to protect the waters in
mining regions and to ensure that com-
munities will have viable economies
after the resource is extracted and
mining ceases.”

They go on to point out that moun-
taintop removal mining is ‘‘responsible
for the destruction of over 500 moun-
tains and approximately 2,000 miles of
stream channels across central Appa-
lachia. This form of coal mining dev-
astates both the thriving natural eco-
systems of the Appalachian Mountains
as well as entire communities of resi-
dents who have lived on their home-
steads for generations.”

They conclude:

“Please oppose the STREAM Act,
and allow the proposed stream protec-
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tion rule to proceed without congres-
sional interference so that commu-
nities living in the shadows of mining
sites can have safe water resources.”

I also have a letter of opposition
from the United Auto Workers and
eight other organizations, which state:

“This bill would put costly and un-
necessary bureaucratic hurdles into
the already overburdened regulatory
process with the sole intent of ensuring
that coal companies can continue to
destroy streams and coal wastes. We
urge you to vote against this legisla-
tion both to protect mining commu-
nities and to reject attempts to delay
and frustrate improved regulatory pro-
tections.”

Mr. Chairman, I urge the opposition
to H.R. 1644.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

In my closing remarks, I would like
to highlight the findings of an eco-
nomic impact analysis of the draft
stream buffer zone rule, released in
2015, issued against the Obama admin-
istration regulation. The study was
done by the ENVIRON International
Corporation.

ENVIRON found that 64 percent of
the Nation’s coal reserves would be
sterilized, or frozen, resulting in an an-
nual loss in value that ranges between
$14 billion to $29 billion.

The proposed rule hits longwall min-
ing particularly hard, causing a de-
crease of 47 to 85 percent in recoverable
longwall coal reserves. Longwall min-
ing is considered the safest, most effi-
cient, and most profitable type of un-
derground mining.

Sterilizing so much of the Nation’s
coal reserves will have a significant
impact on employment, ranging from a
loss of 40,000 to about 77,000 direct jobs
and 112,000 to 280,000 indirect jobs from
those businesses and industries that
provide goods and services to the min-
ing sector.

These jobs are high-paying, family-
wage jobs, with excellent benefits, in-
cluding health care. The economic im-
pact to the coal-producing States and
counties will be staggering.

The STREAM Act instills sanity into
the Office of Surface Mining’s rule-
making process by requiring trans-
parency in the scientific products used
by OSM in any rulemaking that they
have. It narrowly focuses the stream
buffer zone rule to actual stream buffer
zones and not 474 other regulations.

It also allows States with the exper-
tise in regulating the Nation’s coal
mines to participate in the assessment
of the effectiveness of the existing rule.
Finally, it reins in OSM’s overreach
into areas outside of its statutory ju-
risdiction.

Mr. Chairman, there are two great
ironies in this whole war on coal by the
administration. Actually, it is a war on
the American people. It is a war on
working families because it not only
costs high-paying jobs, but it drives up
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the cost of energy. When you drive up
the cost of energy, that takes money
out of people’s pockets, and they have
less money left over to take care of
their families and to provide for their
futures.

If the war on coal by this administra-
tion were successful, not only would
you have those negative impacts, but
many of the environmentalists would
just create another war.

There is already one major group
that says, ““Oh, we don’t even like nat-
ural gas,” which is being touted as the
replacement for coal. They don’t even
like that.

There will be some other reason to
which they will find objection with re-
gard to whatever takes coal’s place,
would that day ever come.

When you run the numbers, the envi-
ronmental impact of getting rid of coal
completely for electrical generation
would have a negligible impact on any
future impact on the global climate.

Let’s pass the STREAM Act as it pro-
tects jobs, it protects rural commu-
nities, and it protects the American
taxpayer. I ask that my colleagues sup-
port this important piece of legislation
and vote for its final passage.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in oppo-
sition to the STREAM Act, which is a dan-
gerous and unnecessary bill that would delay
the finalization of the Department of Interior's
Stream Protection Rule. This critical rule will
improve methods for monitoring and pre-
venting damage to surface and groundwater
from mountaintop removal coal mining.

Surface mining in the steep slopes of Appa-
lachia has disrupted the biological integrity of
an area about the size of Delaware, buried ap-
proximately 2,000 miles of streams with min-
ing waste, and contaminated downstream
areas with toxic elements. Because of this
dangerous practice, people have been drink-
ing the byproducts of coal waste from moun-
taintop removal for more than two decades.
Rather than clean and clear water running out
of their faucets, the people of Appalachia are
left with orange or black liquid instead.

The health problems caused by exposure to
these chemicals and heavy metals include
cancers, organ failure, and learning disabil-
ities. Not only that, but there are multiple
cases of children suffering from asthma, head-
aches, nausea, and other symptoms likely due
to toxic contamination from coal dust. This is
environmental injustice.

The people of Appalachia should have the
right to send their children to a school not
threatened by billions of gallons of coal slurry;
the right to preserve the streams and valleys
that have been part of their way of life; and
the right to protect their own land, no matter
how much coal might be underneath.

| have consistently introduced legislation,
the Clean Water Protection Act, which would
put a stop to mountaintop removal mining, and
| plan to reintroduce the bill in the beginning
of this year. | urge my colleagues to oppose
the legislation before us today that will only
perpetuate the dangerous practice of moun-
taintop removal mining.

The Acting CHAIR. All time for gen-
eral debate has expired.
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Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

It shall be in order to consider as an
original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the b5-minute rule the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, recommended by the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources, printed
in the bill. The committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute shall be
considered as read.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute is as
follows:

H.R. 1644

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Supporting
Transparent Regulatory and Environmental Ac-
tions in Mining Act’’ or the “STREAM Act’.
SEC. 2. PUBLICATION OF SCIENTIFIC PRODUCTS

FOR RULES AND RELATED ENVIRON-
MENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS, ENVI-
RONMENTAL ASSESSMENTS, AND
ECONOMIC ASSESSMENTS.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—Title V of the Surface
Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 (30
U.S.C. 1251 et seq.) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“SEC. 530. PUBLICATION OF SCIENTIFIC PROD-
UCTS FOR RULES AND RELATED EN-
VIRONMENTAL ANALYSES, AND ECO-
NOMIC ASSESSMENTS.

‘“(a) REQUIREMENT.—

‘““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall make
publicly available 90 days before the publication
of any draft, proposed, supplemental, final, or
emergency rule under this Act, or any related
environmental analysis, economic assessment,
policy, or guidance, each scientific product the
Secretary relied on in developing the rule, envi-
ronmental analysis, economic assessment, pol-
icy, or guidance.

““(2) FEDERALLY FUNDED SCIENTIFIC PROD-
UcTS.—For those scientific products receiving
Federal funds in part, or in full, the Secretary
shall also make publicly available the raw data
used for the federally funded scientific product.

“(b) COMPLIANCE.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Failure to make publicly
available any scientific product 90 days before
the publication of—

“(A) any draft, proposed, or supplemental
rule, environmental analysis, economic assess-
ment, policy or guidance shall extend by one
day the comment period for each day such sci-
entific product is not made available; or

“(B) any final or emergency rule shall delay
the effective date of the final or emergency rule
by 60 days plus each day the scientific product
is withheld.

““(2) DELAY LONGER THAN 6 MONTHS.—If the
Secretary fails to make publicly available any
scientific product for longer than 6 months, the
Secretary shall withdraw the rule, environ-
mental analysis, economic assessment, policy, or
guidance.

““(3) EXCEPTION.—This subsection shall not
apply if a delay in the publication of a rule will
pose an imminent and severe threat to human
life.

““‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

‘(1) PUBLICLY AVAILABLE.—The term ‘publicly
available’ means published on the Internet via a
publicly accessible website under the Secretary’s
control.

““(2) ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS.—The term
‘environmental analysis’ means environmental
impact statements and environmental assess-
ments prepared pursuant to the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et
seq.).
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“(3) SCIENTIFIC PRODUCT.—The term
entific product’ means any product that—

‘“(A) employs the scientific method for
inventorying, monitoring, experimenting, study-
ing, researching, or modeling purposes; and

‘““(B) is relied upon by the Secretary in the de-
velopment of any rule, environmental analysis,
economic assessment, policy, or guidance.

‘““(4) RAW DATA.—The term ‘raw data’—

““(A) except as provided in subparagraph (B),
means any computational process, or quan-
titative or qualitative data, that is relied on in
a scientific product to support a finding or ob-
servation; and

““(B) does not include such data or processes—

““(i) that are protected by copyright;

““(ii) that contain personally identifiable in-
formation, sensitive intellectual property, trade
secrets, or business-sensitive information; or

““(iti) to the extent that such data and proc-
esses are covered by the provisions of part C of
title XI of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
1320d et seq.), regulations promulgated pursuant
to section 264(c) of the Health Insurance Port-
ability and Accountability Act of 1996 (42 U.S.C.
1320d-2 note), and the provisions of subtitle D of
title XIII of the Health Information Technology
for Economic and Clinical Health Act (42 U.S.C.
17921 et seq.).”’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of con-
tents in the first section of such Act is amended
by adding at the end of the items relating to
such title the following:

“Sec. 530. Publication of scientific products for
rules and related environmental
analyses, and economic assess-
ments.”’.

SEC. 3. STUDY OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF CER-

TAIN RULE.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—Title VII of the Surface
Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 (30
U.S.C. 1291 et seq.) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“SEC. 722. STUDY OF THE EFFECTIVENESS

CERTAIN RULE.

“(a) STUDY.—No later than 90 days after the
date of the enactment of the STREAM Act, the
Secretary of the Interior, in consultation with
the Interstate Mining Compact Commission and
its State members, shall enter into an arrange-
ment with the National Academy of Sciences,
for execution by the Board on Earth Sciences
and Resources, to conduct a comprehensive
study on the regulatory effectiveness of the
‘Surface Coal Mining and Reclamation Oper-
ations Permanent Regulatory Program; Stream
Buffer Zones and Fish, Wildlife, and Related
Environmental Values’ Final Rule published
June 30, 1983 (48 Fed. Reg. 30312), and amended
September 30, 1983 (48 Fed. Reg. 44777), in pro-
tecting perennial and intermittent streams
through the use of stream buffer zones. If the
study determines the existence of regulatory in-
efficiencies, then the study shall include sugges-
tions and recommendations for increasing the
effectiveness of the rule.

‘““(b) RESULTS OF THE STUDY.—Not later than
2 years after execution of the arrangements
under subsection (a), the Board on Earth
Sciences and Resources shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources of the Senate, appro-
priate Federal agencies, and the Governor of
each of the States represented on the Interstate
Mining Compact Commission the results of the
study conducted under subsection (a).

‘““(c) FUNDING.—There is authoriced to be ap-
propriated to the Secretary of the Interior
$1,000,000 for fiscal year 2016 and $1,000,000 for
fiscal year 2017 for the purposes of this section.

““(d) PROHIBITION ON NEW REGULATIONS.—The
Secretary shall not issue any final or other reg-
ulations pertaining to the proposed rule entitled
‘Stream Protection Rule’ (80 Fed. Reg. 44436) or
relating to stream buffer zones, until one year
after the Secretary has submitted the results of

‘sci-
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the study in accordance with subsection (b). If

the Secretary proposes any such regulations

after such submission, the Secretary shall take

into consideration the findings of the study.”.
(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of con-

tents in the first section of such Act is amended

by adding at the end of the items relating to

such title the following:

“Sec. 720. Subsidence.

“Sec. 721. Research.

“Sec. 722. Study of the effectiveness of certain

rule.”.

SEC. 4. COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER FEDERAL
LAWS.

Section 702 of the Surface Mining Control and
Reclamation Act of 1977 (30 U.S.C. 1291) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (c) and (d) as
subsection (d) and (e), respectively; and

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing:

“(c) COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER FEDERAL
LAwWS.—Nothing in this Act authorizes the Sec-
retary to take any action by rule, regulation,
notice, policy, guidance, or order that dupli-
cates, implements, interprets, enforces, or deter-
mines any action taken under an Act referred to
in subsection (a) or any regulation or rule pro-
mulgated thereunder.””.

The Acting CHAIR. No amendment
to the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute shall be in order
except those printed in House Report
114-395. Each such amendment may be
offered only in the order printed in the
report, by a Member designated in the
report, shall be considered read, shall
be debatable for the time specified in
the report, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. LAMBORN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 1 printed in
House Report 114-395.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 5, line 17, strike ‘‘and’.

Page 5, line 20, strike the period and insert
‘s and”.

Page 5, after line 20, insert the following:

‘“(C) is not protected under copyright
laws.”.

Page 9, line 3, strike
€1292”,

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 583, the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. LAMBORN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve that this amendment is really
technical in nature. It does two things.

First, we ensure that the legislation
does not infringe on copyright laws.

According to the largest private pub-
lishers of scientific research, govern-
ment-funded studies will be made pub-
licly available ‘‘where the government
has funded the publication of a private
sector, peer-reviewed article or where
the author of the article is a govern-
ment employee . . . we do not dispute
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that any such article couldn’t be made
publicly available.”

We are addressing that concern that
was raised during the markup of this
bill.

Second, we identified a technical
error in a U.S. Code citation and cor-
rected it.

I ask for a ‘‘yes” vote on this amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to claim the
time in opposition to the amendment
even though I am not opposed to it.

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment makes a small change
to section 2 to make the bill somewhat
more palatable to scientific publishers.

So I will not oppose it, but it does
nothing to actually improve the bill
itself nor the requirement surrounding
the advance publication of scientific
data.

Today we received a letter from the
Union of Concerned Scientists that
says they are strongly opposed to H.R.
1644.

The scientists write: ‘“This proposal
is just another attempt of what is be-
coming an old and tired song, an at-
tempt to cloak an effort to block com-
monsense regulations in the guise of
transparency.”’

They continue: “The amended
version improves the original bill by
exempting certain types of data from
public disclosure. However, the lan-
guage is so vague it will make it very
difficult for scientists doing federally
funded research to know whether or
not the data they have spent years col-
lecting may be prematurely disclosed
before they can publish their own stud-
ies. At the very least, this discourages
scientists from doing any crucial re-
search that may be required to be pub-
licly disclosed.”

They conclude: “‘If passed, H.R. 1644
would inhibit the Department of the
Interior’s ability to carry out its
science- and evidence-based responsi-
bility to protect human health and the
environment. We strongly recommend
a ‘no’ vote on H.R. 1644.”

I agree with the scientists on this
one.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the Member for not opposing
this amendment, and I ask that we
vote ‘‘yes’ on it.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. LAMBORN).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. KILDEE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 2 printed in
House Report 114-395.
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Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 5, line 3, before the period, insert ‘‘or
improve drinking water quality’’.

Page 8, line 16, before the period, insert ¢,
unless such a rule will improve drinking
water quality”’.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 583, the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, the underlying bill is an attempt to
delay the implementation of the
stream protection rule, an important
rule that protects our Nation’s rivers,
our streams, and the nearby commu-
nities from the effects of mountaintop
removal coal mining.

My amendment would not allow any
rule that improves drinking water
quality to be delayed. Ensuring that we
protect our streams and rivers—often
important sources of drinking water—
is of vital importance.

Listen, I know firsthand something
about what happens when regulations
are not strong enough to protect drink-
ing water.

Today, in my hometown of Flint,
safeguards for better drinking water
could have prevented the entire city
and upwards of 10,000 children under
the age of 6 from being exposed to dan-
gerous levels of lead.

Lead is a deadly neurotoxin that is
especially harmful to young children.
It can permanently lower the 1IQ, in-
crease disruptive behavior, and stunt
neurological development.

These children in my hometown,
many of whom already have great hur-
dles to overcome because of the misfor-
tune of the ZIP code into which they
were born—communities of very high
poverty—now must endure another
blow to their futures due to the deci-
sions that were outside of their control
and the lack of effective protection of
their drinking water.

No other community should ever face
that same danger, the danger of having
their children literally poisoned by un-
safe, contaminated drinking water. My
amendment will ensure important pro-
tections for other communities.

Look, I have seen my community live
through this. They continue to live
through it. We should be doing every-
thing we can not to weaken protections
for drinking water, but to strengthen
them to prevent this from ever hap-
pening anywhere else.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min-
utes.
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Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chair, my heart
goes out to my friend and colleague
from Flint, Michigan. I share in the
difficulties that they are suffering now
in that city because of the water sup-
ply. I know that his intention is to do
everything he can—and I appreciate his
work—to help the people of his district,
especially when it comes to water sup-
ply. I appreciate that.

I do have to point out that the issue
that was raised there is not a mining
issue. It is from other sources. It is pol-
lution from pulp and paper mills, and it
is not a mining issue.

Getting back to this amendment, I do
have to point out that already under
the law, permitted mines must already
adhere to safe drinking water stand-
ards and are very heavily regulated by
the EPA. The problem with the OSM,
Office of Surface Mining, is that they
are taking over—it is bureaucratic mis-
sion creep—they are taking over some
of the EPA functions. Among other
good things that the STREAM Act does
is it prevents OSM from going down
that road, and it leaves clean water
issues under the jurisdiction of the
EPA.

So we just need to make sure that
the government agencies stick to what
they know best. The STREAM Act does
that. Water quality is really not an
issue when it comes to nonmine issues.

I would ask for opposition to this
bill.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, let me
first thank the gentleman for his kind
words and his concern over my home-
town. It is an extraordinarily difficult
situation.

Sadly, it is actually the creation of a
series of decisions by our State govern-
ment to switch from the freshest,
cleanest water on the planet, the Great
Lakes, to the Flint River in order to
save a few dollars, and then the failure
of the Michigan Department of Envi-
ronmental Quality to enforce even the
minor protections that it has available
to it.

The reason I am offering this amend-
ment and the reason that I offer it on
this particular piece of legislation is
that, in my hometown, it was led and it
was a bad set of decisions made by an
emergency financial manager. In an-
other community, it may be another
source.

My view—and the reason I offer this
amendment—is that we ought to do ev-
erything within our power in this Con-
gress to make sure that we protect our
environment and particularly protect
drinking water. I believe my amend-
ment would do that. I urge my col-
leagues to support it.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.
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The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Michigan will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR.
CARTWRIGHT

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 3 printed in
House Report 114-395.

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill, add the following:

SEC. 5. ABANDONED MINE LAND ECONOMIC RE-
VITALIZATION.

Title IV of the Surface Mining Control and
Reclamation Act of 1977 (30 U.S.C. 1231, et
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

“SEC. 416. ABANDONED MINE LAND ECONOMIC
REVITALIZATION.

“Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, amounts that would otherwise be
provided under title IV to States certified
under section 411(a) shall, subject to appro-
priations, be distributed to the States and
Indian tribes for the purpose of promoting
the economic revitalization, diversification,
and development in economically distressed
communities adversely affected by discharge
from abandoned mine lands.”’.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 583, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. CARTWRIGHT)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Chair, my
amendment seeks to return abandoned
mine lands funding to its originally in-
tended focus, which is to support the
communities that are struggling due to
their legacy of mining.

This funding, roughly $600 million
over 10 years, will assist struggling
coal communities in diversifying their
economies, increasing human capital
development, and stimulating eco-
nomic growth. The funding for this in-
vestment in mining communities
comes from States that have been cer-
tified by the Office of Surface Mining
Reclamation and Enforcement as hav-
ing already reclaimed their abandoned
mines.

These States are, therefore, receiving
money from a program dedicated to
helping communities deal with the im-
pact of mining, but the Federal Gov-
ernment has certified that they have
already dealt with those impacts. In
fact, one State took $10 million of this
funding to renovate a basketball arena.

Meanwhile, States in Appalachia are
facing the combined calamity of a col-
lapsing coal industry and the environ-
mental legacy of over a century of min-
ing.

In Scranton, Pennsylvania, for exam-
ple, that legacy includes 65 million gal-
lons of acid mine runoff every day.
Every day, there are 656 million gallons
of acid mine runoff flowing into the
river. Across northeastern Pennsyl-
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vania, there are thousands of miles of
streams impacted by mine drainage,
many of which are totally devoid of
aquatic life.

On top of these environmental im-
pacts, the decreased demand for Appa-
lachian coal has devastated commu-
nities and workers who have built their
lives and built their families around
the coal industry. This amendment is
for them and to help rejuvenate these
small communities across Appalachia
and in other regions.

Nearly all the biggest coal companies
in the United States are teetering on
the brink of collapse. Several have
been removed from the New York
Stock Exchange due to their valu-
ations falling too low. Just yesterday,
Arch Coal, one of the biggest coal com-
panies in the country, filed for bank-
ruptcey.

For the families that depend on these
jobs, these benefits, and these pensions,
we have to act. We cannot be dis-
passionate bystanders as the rug is
pulled out from under these commu-
nities. They deserve our support.

Now, this amendment recognizes the
fact that coal helped to build this
country, coal spurred the industrial
revolution and powered us through two
world wars. The communities of Appa-
lachia that proudly dug the coal that
powered America through the 20th cen-
tury have earned the support they need
to diversify their local economies, and
that is what this amendment works to-
ward.

The sponsors of the underlying bill,
the STREAM Act, purport to be con-
cerned about jobs in the Appalachian
regions. If that is their concern, then
they should also support my amend-
ment, which will create jobs in the
communities that need them most and
continue to have to spend money on re-
claiming abandoned mines.

For that reason, I urge my col-
leagues—and especially those of you
who represent mining areas, as I do—to
vote ‘“‘yes’” on this amendment to revi-
talize historic mining communities.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. ZINKE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to the Cartwright
amendment to the STREAM Act.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Montana is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. ZINKE. Mr. Chair, we in the coal-
producing States in the West do pay
the majority of AML fees every year, a
reminder that Montana and Wyoming
have more coal than anyone else in the
world. Yet, this language would rip
away funding of the AML from our
coal-certified States like Montana, but
also the tribes. The great Crow Nation
depends on these funds.

How can you justify ripping and rob-
bing certified States that pay the ma-
jority of the AML funds and tribes
away? What does it do? It rips away
money that is used for restoration and
protects small communities.

Montana has been in the business of
mining for over 100 years. We have over



H318

6,700 known abandoned mines and mill
sites across our State, and we have
worked hard to reclaim many of these
areas. Yet, removing the funds from
those small communities poses a
threat.

Governor Bullock, a Democrat, has
also expressed his deep concerns about
ending these payments and asked all of
the Montana delegation, which there
are three of us, to help safeguard this
valuable program for the good of all
Montanans and the great Crow Nation.

This amendment is disguised as a so-
lution. It doesn’t offer a solution. The
underlying idea of it is to kill the coal
industry. We have seen time and time
again excessive overreach, not based on
scientific data, but based on an agenda;
and the agenda is to kill coal.

In Montana, we love coal. In Wyo-
ming, our neighbor to the south, we un-
derstand that coal drives our economy.
It helps fund our schools, our bridges,
our roads, and our community.

I stand by Montana and I stand by
the great Crow Nation and urge my
colleagues to vote ‘“‘no” on this amend-
ment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. ZINKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
balance of my time to the gentle-
woman from Wyoming (Mrs. LUMMIS).

Mrs. LUMMIS. Mr. Chairman, this is
absolutely illustrative of the old adage:
If it moves, tax it. If it keeps moving,
regulate it. If it stops moving, sub-
sidize it.

So here is the deal: This country
started mining a lot of coal, so the
Federal Government taxed it in 1977
through SMCRA, the Surface Mining
Control and Reclamation Act. They
put a big tax on coal by the ton, not
the Btus, by the ton.

Then the coal companies and the coal
industry kept moving, and now they
want to regulate it. In fact, this admin-
istration wants to regulate it out of ex-
istence and has said so. Rules are being
proposed to regulate the coal industry
out of existence. So that is the keep-
moving part. Well, they are being very
successful at regulating the coal indus-
try out of existence.

Now, we are to step three. If it stops
moving, subsidize it. That is what the
amendment we are discussing would
do. It is saying the coal industry is on
its knees, not acknowledging that they
are the ones that put it there. Then
they are saying: So let’s take money
for all of those coal jobs that are being
lost due to their policies and let’s sub-
sidize it. Let’s give them economic de-
velopment money. Further, let’s give it
to the administration in Washington to
sprinkle about to whom they think it
should go to, rather than letting the
States that are producing this coal
have a fraction of the money that is
being produced from their States. This
is the Federal Government’s mentality
run amok.

This is something that Ronald
Reagan talked about when he said: If it
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moves, tax it. If it keeps moving, regu-
late it. If it stops moving, subsidize it.

These people don’t want subsidies.
They want their jobs. They want their
communities. They don’t want sub-
sidies from the Federal Government.

That said, the omnibus bill that we
just passed last month had $90 million
for economic development in areas
that are losing jobs due to coal poli-
cies. For crying out loud, we have lost
our minds.

I urge you to oppose the Cartwright
amendment.

Mr. ZINKE. I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Chair, with
all due respect—and I do have ample
respect for my colleague from Wyo-
ming—I will say this: Taxing it is not
the issue here. Regulating it is not the
issue here. Subsidizing it is not the
issue here. We are talking about money
that has already been allocated. In
fact, Wyoming itself is slated to get
$53.8 million. The point here is that
this is money that is going to States
that are already certified as having
properly finished their mine reclama-
tion.

The proposal of this amendment is to
take that money—it is not new tax, it
is not new regulation, it is not a new
subsidy—it is just take that money and
spread it out among the States that
are still reclaiming their mines, in-
cluding northeastern Pennsylvania and
all of Pennsylvania. We are talking
about taking it from the four States
that have been certified by the Federal
Government as having completed their
mine reclamation and spreading it out
among the States that have not done
so completely at this point and con-
tinue to work on it.

Further, this is money that is not
being taken from the tribes. I am not
sure where that idea came from. It is
money that is given to the States, not
the tribes. Therefore, it makes sense to
send it to the communities where the
mines are still causing trouble and are
still being reclaimed.

Mr. Chair, I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on the
Cartwright amendment to H.R. 1644.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. CART-
WRIGHT).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania will
be postponed.
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AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MS. SEWELL OF
ALABAMA

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 4 printed in
House Report 114-395.

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I have an amendment at the desk.
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The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 5, line 3, before the period insert ‘‘or
cause or significantly contribute to the de-
velopment of negative chronic or long-term
health conditions’.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 583, the gentlewoman
from Alabama (Ms. SEWELL) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman.

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, my amendment is simple and
straightforward. Moreover, I do not be-
lieve it conflicts with the intent of this
legislation.

Alabama has a long and rich history
of coal production that provides my
constituents and Americans across the
country with affordable and reliable
energy as well as good-paying jobs.

As a representative of Alabama, I am
a strong supporter of an all-of-the-
above energy strategy. I support the
development and use of renewable en-
ergy like wind and solar as well as the
traditional sources of energy like coal.
Coal is very important in my State.

However, I also believe that it is Con-
gress’ responsibility to ensure that en-
ergy is produced in a way that does not
adversely impact the long-term safety
or health of my constituents. That is
why I have offered this amendment to
H.R. 1644.

This amendment makes an important
addition to the exception clause in sec-
tion 2 of the bill. It simply ensures that
rules will not be delayed if such a delay
would cause or significantly contribute
to the development of a mnegative,
chronic, or long-term health condition.

We have an obligation as representa-
tives of the people to ensure that regu-
lations are not only sensible but also
pragmatic. They must also not be
threatened by the policies and regula-
tions, those things that directly affect
the public health. I believe all of my
colleagues share this belief. I know
that my Republican colleagues share
my concern for public health.

The legislation already includes an
exception clause that says a rule can-
not be delayed if it would pose an im-
minent and severe threat to human
life. I strongly support this clause, but
it is not enough to simply protect the
public from imminent and severe
health effects.

Cancer and lung disease are illnesses
that are chronic and often not devel-
oped except over years. We should also
ensure that the public’s long-term
health and well-being is protected.

This is a commonsense amendment
that will protect the public health. I
urge all of my colleagues to vote for it.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
claim the time in opposition to the
amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Colorado is recognized for 5 min-
utes.
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Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, al-
though this is a very well-intended
amendment, the purpose of the section
of the bill affected by this amendment
is already to ensure that good science
is used in the development of the rules
by making the scientific products on
which the rule is based publicly avail-
able for review and already provides for
an emergency exemption if the delay in
the publication of a rule during this
public review will pose ‘‘an imminent
and severe threat to human life.” An
imminent and severe threat to human
life, that is already addressed in the
text of the bill. Mr. Chairman, I believe
that this is unnecessary.

We also have protection under the ex-
isting Surface Mining Control and Rec-
lamation Act, SMCRA. It is to ‘“‘estab-
lish a nationwide program to protect
society and the environment from the
adverse effects of surface coal mining
operations.”

The law and the proposed bill that is
before us today already are designed to
help protect human health and the en-
vironment. So although this is a well-
intended amendment, it is unneces-
sary, given this background.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amend-
ment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, with all due respect, I think that
the plain reading of the bill, the bill
itself, talks about imminent and immi-
nent threat. It doesn’t necessarily deal
with long-term effect.

My commonsense amendment would
just make sure that any rules that ac-
tually affect public health that is
chronic in nature and long term would
also be covered with the exception.

I say to my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle, I am from a pro-coal State,
but I also think it is really important
to be pro-public health. I ask my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’” on the Sewell
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Alabama (Ms. SEWELL).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Alabama will be
postponed.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will
now resume on those amendments
printed in House Report 114-395 on
which further proceedings were post-
poned, in the following order:

Amendment No. 2 by Mr. KILDEE of
Michigan.

Amendment No. 3 by Mr. CARTWRIGHT
of Pennsylvania.

Amendment No. 4 by Ms. SEWELL of
Alabama.

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes
the minimum time for any electronic
vote after the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. KILDEE

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 189, noes 223,
not voting 21, as follows:

[Roll No. 38]

AYES—189
Adams Foster Napolitano
Aguilar Frankel (FL) Neal
Ashford Fudge Nolan
Bass Gabbard Norcross
Becerra Gallego Nugent
Benishek Garamendi O’Rourke
Bera Gibson Pallone
Beyer Graham Pascrell
Bishop (GA) Grayson Payne
Bishop (MI) Green, Al Pelosi
Blumenauer Green, Gene Perlmutter
Bonamici Grijla‘lva Peters
Bugle, Brendan I(iulilerrez Pingree
. ahn

Brady (PA) Hastings ggfﬁﬁm
Brown (FL) Heck (WA) Polis
Brownley (CA) Higgins Price (NC)
Bustos Himes Quigley
Butterfield Hinojosa Rangel
Capps Honda, Reichert
C@puano Hoyer Rice (NY)
Cardenas Huizenga (MI) Richmond
Carney Israel Ros-Lehtinen
Carson (IN) Jeffries Roybal-Allard
Cartwright Johnson (GA) Ruiz
Castor (FL) Johnson, E. B. Ruppersherger
Castro (TX) Kaptur Rush
Chu, Judy Keating Ryan (OH)
Cicilline Kelly (IL) Sinchez. Linda
Clark (MA) Kildee T i
Clarke (NY) Kilmer -
Clay Kirkpatrick Sanchez, Loretta
Cleaver Langevin Sarbanes
Clyburn Larsen (WA) Sch.akowsky
Cohen Lawrence Schiff
Connolly Lee Scott (VA),
Conyers Levin Scott, David
Cooper Lewis Sewell (AL)
Courtney Lieu, Ted Sherman
Crowley Lipinski S}nema
Cuellar Loebsack Sires
Cummings Lofgren Slal'lghter
Curbelo (FL) Lowenthal Speier
Davis (CA) Lowey Swahfvell (CA)
Davis, Danny Lujan Grisham Takai
DeFazio (NM) Takano
DeGette Lujén, Ben Ray ~ Thompson (CA)
Delaney (NM) Thompson (MS)
DelBene Lynch Titus
DeSaulnier Maloney, Tonko
Deutch Carolyn Torres
Dingell Maloney, Sean Trott
Dold Matsui Tsongas
Doyle, Michael McCollum Upton

F. McDermott Van Hollen
Duckworth McGovern Vargas
Edwards McNerney Veasey
Ellison Meeks Vela
Engel Meng Velazquez
Eshoo Miller (MI) Visclosky
Esty Moore Walberg
Farr Moulton Walz
Fattah Murphy (FL) Wasserman
Fitzpatrick Nadler Schultz
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Waters, Maxine

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Babin
Barletta
Barr

Barton
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Clawson (FL)
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook

Costa
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Doggett
Donovan
Duffy
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers (NC)
Emmer (MN)
Farenthold
Fincher
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett
Gibbs
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)

Beatty
DeLauro
Duncan (SC)
Huelskamp
Huffman
Hurd (TX)
Jackson Lee

Messrs.

Watson Coleman
Welch

NOES—223

Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guinta
Guthrie
Hanna
Hardy
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice, Jody B.
Hill
Holding
Hudson
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt (VA)
Issa
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jolly
Jones
Jordan
Joyce
Katko
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Knight
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Newhouse
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Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Noem
Nunes
Olson
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peterson
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price, Tom
Reed
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Russell
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Valadao
Wagner
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin
Zinke

NOT VOTING—21

Kennedy
Kind
Kuster
Larson (CT)
Palazzo
Ratcliffe
Schrader
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of

Serrano
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Stivers
Stutzman
Westmoreland
Williams

Alabama,

LATTA, Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS,

Mr.

McCLINTOCK, Ms.

HERRERA

BEUTLER, Messrs. MASSIE and WITT-
MAN changed their vote from ‘‘aye’ to

113

no.”
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Messrs. TROTT, GUTIERREZ, and
HUIZENGA of Michigan changed their
vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. HURD of Texas. Mr. Chair, on rollcall
No. 38, | was unavoidably detained. Had |
been present, | would have voted “nay.”

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR.
CARTWRIGHT

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. SIMPSON).
The unfinished business is the demand
for a recorded vote on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. CARTWRIGHT) on which
further proceedings were postponed and
on which the noes prevailed by voice
vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 203, noes 219,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 39]

AYES—203

Adams Dent Kilmer
Aguilar DeSaulnier Kirkpatrick
Ashford Deutch Langevin
Barletta Dingell Larsen (WA)
Barr Doggett Larson (CT)
Beatty Dold Lawrence
Becerra Doyle, Michael Lee
Bera F. Levin
Beyer Duckworth Lewis
Bishop (GA) Duffy Lieu, Ted
Blumenauer Duncan (TN) Lipinski
Bonamici Edwards Loebsack
Boyle, Brendan Ellison Lofgren

F. Engel Lowenthal
Brady (PA) Eshoo Lowey
Brown (FL) Esty Lujan Grisham
Brownley (CA) Farr (NM)
Bustos Fattah Lujan, Ben Ray
Butterfield Foster (NM)
Calvert Frankel (FL) Lynch
Capps Fudge Maloney,
Capuano Gabbard Carolyn
Cardenas Gallego Maloney, Sean
Carney Garamendi Matsui
Carson (IN) Gibson McCollum
Cartwright Graham McDermott
Castor (FL) Grayson McGovern
Castro (TX) Green, Al McNerney
Chu, Judy Green, Gene Meehan
Cicilline Griffith Meeks
Clark (MA) Grijalva Meng
Clarke (NY) Gutiérrez Moore
Clay Hahn Moulton
Cleaver Harris Murphy (FL)
Clyburn Hastings Murphy (PA)
Cohen Heck (WA) Nadler
Connolly Higgins Napolitano
Conyers Himes Neal
Cooper Hinojosa Nolan
Costa Honda Norcross
Costello (PA) Hoyer O’Rourke
Courtney Huffman Pallone
Crowley Israel Pascrell
Cuellar Jackson Lee Payne
Cummings Jeffries Pelosi
Curbelo (FL) Jenkins (WV) Peters
Davis (CA) Johnson (GA) Pingree
Davis, Danny Johnson, E. B. Pocan
DeFazio Kaptur Polis
DeGette Katko Price (NC)
Delaney Keating Quigley
DeLauro Kelly (IL) Rangel
DelBene Kildee Reichert

Rice (NY)
Richmond
Roe (TN)
Rogers (KY)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Babin
Barton

Bass
Benishek
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Clawson (FL)
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Dayvis, Rodney
Denham
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Donovan
Ellmers (NC)
Emmer (MN)
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett
Gibbs
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Guinta
Guthrie
Hanna

Duncan (SC)
Granger
Grothman
Kennedy

Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano

Sewell (AL)
Sherman
Shuster
Sinema

Sires
Slaughter
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takai

Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Titus

NOES—219

Hardy
Harper
Hartzler
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice, Jody B.
Hill
Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Issa
Jenkins (KS)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jolly
Jones
Jordan
Joyce
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Knight
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
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Tonko

Torres

Tsongas

Van Hollen

Vargas

Veasey

Vela

Velazquez

Visclosky

Walz

Wasserman
Schultz

Waters, Maxine

Watson Coleman

Welch

Wilson (FL)

Yarmuth

Perlmutter
Perry
Peterson
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Pompeo
Posey
Price, Tom
Ratcliffe
Reed
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell
Roby
Rogers (AL)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Russell
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin
Zinke

NOT VOTING—I11

Kind
Kuster
Palazzo
Roskam

Smith (WA)
Westmoreland
Williams
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.
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Messrs. DOLD and GALLEGO
changed their vote from ‘““no”’ to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MS. SEWELL OF

ALABAMA

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Alabama (Ms. SE-
WELL) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 190, noes 235,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 40]

AYES—190

Adams Duckworth Lowenthal
Aguilar Edwards Lowey
Bass Ellison Lujan Grisham
Beatty Engel (NM)
Becerra Eshoo Lujan, Ben Ray
Bera Esty (NM)
Beyer Farr Lynch
Bishop (GA) Fattah Maloney,
Blumenauer Fitzpatrick Carolyn
Bonamici Foster Maloney, Sean
Boyle, Brendan Frankel (FL) Matsui

F. Fudge McCollum
Brady (PA) Gabbard McDermott
Brown (FL) Gallego McGovern
Brownley (CA) Garamendi McNerney
Bustos Gibson Meeks
Butterfield Graham Meng
Capps Grayson Moore
Capuano Green, Al Moulton
Cardenas Green, Gene Murphy (FL)
Carney Grijalva Nadler
Carson (IN) Gutiérrez Napolitano
Cartwright Hahn Neal
Castor (FL) Hastings Nolan
Castro (TX) Heck (WA) Norcross
Chu, Judy Higgins O’Rourke
Cicilline Himes Pallone
Clark (MA) Hinojosa Pascrell
Clarke (NY) Honda Payne
Clay Hoyer Pelosi
Cleaver Huffman Perlmutter
Clyburn Israel Peters
Cohen Jackson Lee Pingree
Connolly Jeffries Pocan
Conyers Johnson (GA) Poliquin
Cooper Johnson, E. B. Polis
Courtney Kaptur Price (NC)
Crowley Katko Quigley
Cuellar Keating Rangel
Cummings Kelly (IL) Reichert
Curbelo (FL) Kildee Rice (NY)
Davis (CA) Kilmer Richmond
Davis, Danny Kirkpatrick Ros-Lehtinen
DeFazio Kuster Roybal-Allard
DeGette Langevin Ruiz
Delaney Larsen (WA) Ruppersberger
DeLauro Larson (CT) Rush
DelBene Lawrence Ryan (OH)
DeSaulnier Lee Sanchez, Linda
Deutch Levin T.
Dingell Lewis Sanchez, Loretta
Doggett Lieu, Ted Sarbanes
Dold Lipinski Schakowsky
Doyle, Michael Loebsack Schiff

F. Lofgren Schrader
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Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Sherman
Sinema
Sires
Slaughter
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takai

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Babin
Barletta
Barr

Barton
Benishek
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot,
Chaffetz
Clawson (FL)
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook

Costa
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Dayvis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Donovan
Duffy
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers (NC)
Emmer (MN)
Farenthold
Fincher
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett
Gibbs
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith

Ashford
Duncan (SC)
Kennedy

Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus

Tonko

Torres
Tsongas

Van Hollen
Vargas

Veasey

Vela

NOES—235

Grothman
Guinta
Guthrie
Hanna
Hardy
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice, Jody B.
Hill
Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Issa
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jolly
Jones
Jordan
Joyce
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Knight
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson

NOT VOTING—8

Kind
Palazzo
Smith (WA)
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Velazquez

Visclosky

Walz

Wasserman
Schultz

Waters, Maxine

Watson Coleman

Welch

Wilson (FL)

Yarmuth

Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peterson
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price, Tom
Ratcliffe
Reed
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Russell
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin
Zinke

Westmoreland
Williams

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Acting CHAIR. Under the rule,
the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
SMITH of Nebraska) having assumed the
chair, Mr. SIMPSON, Acting Chair of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 1644) to amend the
Surface Mining Control and Reclama-
tion Act of 1977 to ensure transparency
in the development of environmental
regulations, and for other purposes,
and, pursuant to House Resolution 583,
he reported the bill back to the House
with an amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on the
amendment to the amendment re-
ported from the Committee of the
Whole?

If not, the question is on the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as amended.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I have a
motion to recommit at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. KILDEE. I am opposed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Kildee moves to recommit the bill H.R.
1644 to the Committee on Natural Resources
with instructions to report the same back to
the House forthwith, with the following
amendment:

Page 5, strike line 3 and insert ‘‘either an
imminent or long-term threat to human life
or increase the incidence or prevalence of
lung cancer, heart or kidney disease, birth
defects, or heavy metal contamination in
communities in the vicinities of mountain-
top removal coal mining projects.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, this final
amendment to the bill will not kill the
bill or send it back to committee. If
adopted, the bill will immediately pro-
ceed to final passage as amended.

The bill is yet another attempt to
delay the issuance of new and updated
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regulations to protect our streams, our
rivers, and our communities from
mountaintop coal mining. These safe-
guards are important for protecting
the health and safety of the drinking
water in communities and of children
living near mountaintop removal coal
mining.

Mr. Speaker, my motion would pre-
vent the stream protection rule from
being delayed if there is an increase in
the incidence or prevalence of lung
cancer, heart or kidney disease, birth
defects, or heavy metal contamination
in these communities.

We cannot allow the underlying bill
to further delay important protections
of public health. I know, firsthand,
what happens when protections are not
strong enough to prevent heavy met-
als, mainly lead, from contaminating
drinking water. I have seen thousands
of kids in my hometown of Flint,
Michigan, poisoned by lead-contami-
nated water.

Let me repeat: Today, in the 21st
century, thousands of children being
poisoned by lead in their drinking
water due to the lack of effective en-
forcement.

For 14 months, in my hometown of
Flint, children, citizens have been ex-
posed to drinking water with very high
levels of lead. These kids, especially,
will face consequences.

This is not a problem without vic-
tims. Children will face cognitive dif-
ficulties, developmental problems, be-
havioral issues, all because in Michi-
gan our Governor appointed an emer-
gency financial manager to take over
the city of Flint, and without any con-
cern for health or the welfare of the
people who live there, simply to save a
few dollars, switched the city of Flint,
not by the city itself, but the State of
Michigan switched the city of Flint
from Lake Huron to the Flint River as
its primary drinking water source.

That highly corrosive river water led
to lead leaching into the water system
and, for 14 months, going into the bod-
ies of people in my hometown, into
children, all because of ineffective,
lackluster enforcement of protections
built into the law.
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These kids in my hometown have a
right to expect that the water coming
through the faucet is safe for them to
drink, and the Department of Environ-
mental Quality in Michigan was
warned—warned—by the EPA, warned
by a researcher from Virginia Tech
who came to Flint to study the water,
and warned by a local pediatrician who
saw elevated lead levels in the chil-
dren’s blood in Flint, Michigan.

What was the State’s response? To
try to discredit those claims that there
were elevated lead levels, to actually—
believe it or not—tell the people of the
city of Flint that those researchers are
wrong and they should just relax. That
is what they were told. Relax.

This is the 21st century. We ought to
have in place adequate protections to
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make sure that drinking water is safe.
What has been the response, even now
in my own hometown in the State of
Michigan? There have been some news
conferences, but from July, when the
State was first made aware of this,
until today, the State has yet to step
in to even supply bottled water, relying
on the generosity of corporations, of
labor unions, and of citizens, neighbors
helping neighbors.

Unfortunately, I think they see this
more as a public relations problem
than as a public health emergency.
This is what happens when we don’t
recognize the importance of regulation
to protect public health. This is what
happens when we weaken protections
for drinking water for our environment
and for our land.

Is this really what we want to do? Or
don’t we have an obligation to do ev-
erything in our power to protect the
people back home, to protect children
from this terrible, terrible kind of con-
tamination?

The steps that we are taking today
that are on the floor of the House will
simply be one more step to weaken
those sorts of protections. My motion
to recommit would correct that.

Mr. Speaker, I ask all my colleagues
to please join me. Protect our people,
protect our land, and protect our Kids.
Join me in supporting this motion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, I urge
us to reject this motion. It is only
going to delay passage of this excellent
piece of legislation. We just rejected a
very similar amendment moments ago,
and that was a substantive amend-
ment. This is a procedural—not even a
substantive—amendment.

The bill does three great things, and
that is why we need to pass the bill. It
promotes transparency and scientific
integrity. It requires an independent
third-party review of the proposed
OSM, Office of Surface Mining Bureau,
rule. And it prevents OSM from regu-
latory overreach. So for those three
important reasons, we should pass this
bill.

When it comes to health in par-
ticular, let me read a sentence from
the text of the bill: ‘““This subsection
shall not apply if a delay in the publi-
cation of a rule will pose an imminent
and severe threat to human life.”

So we do already address health. It is
covered in the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a rejection of the
motion to recommit and the passage of
H.R. 1644.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX,
this 5-minute vote on the motion to re-
commit will be followed by 5-minute
votes on passage of the bill, if ordered;
and the motion to suspend the rules
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and pass H.R. 757.

This is a b-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 186, noes 237,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 41]

AYES—186
Adams Fudge Neal
Aguilar Gabbard Nolan
Ashford Gallego Norcross
Bass Garamendi O’Rourke
Beatty Graham Pallone
Becerra Grayson Pascrell
Bera Green, Al Payne
Bgyer Gr(:‘:fen, Gene Pelosi
gism’p (GA) g”s,a,l"a Perlmutter
um utierrez .
Blumenauer Hahn getels
L X eterson
Bonamici Hastings Pingree
Boyle, Brendan Heck (WA)
Lo Pocan
F. Higgins Poli
Brady (PA) Himes 04 18
Brown (FL) Hinojosa Price (NC)
Brownley (CA)  Honda Quigley
Bustos Hoyer Rangel
Butterfield Huffman Rice (NY)
Capps Israel Richmond
Capuano Jackson Lee Roybal-Allard
Cardenas Jeffries Ruiz
Carney Johnson (GA) Ruppersberger
Carson (IN) Johnson, E. B. Rush
Cartwright Jones Ryan (OH)
Castor (FL) Kaptur Sanchez, Linda
Castro (TX) Keating T.
Chu, Judy Kelly (IL) Sanchez, Loretta
Cicilline Kildee Sarbanes
Clark (MA) Kilmer Schakowsky
Clarke (NY) Kirkpatrick Schiff
Clay Kuster Schrader
Cleaver Langevin Scott (VA)
Clyburn Larsen (WA) Scott, David
Cohen Larson (CT) Serrano
Connolly Lawrence Sewell (AL)
Conyers Lee Sherman
Cooper Levin Sinema
Courtney Lewis Sires
Crowley L}eg, ng Slaughter
Cuellar Lipinski Speier
Cummmgs Loebsack Swalwell (CA)
Davis (CA) Lofgren Takai
Dayvis, Danny Lowenthal
DeFazio Lowey %leano (CA)
DeGette Lujan Grisham Thgﬁzzgﬁ (MS)
Delaney (NM) Titus
DeLauro Lujan, Ben Ray
DelBene (NM) Tonko
DeSaulnier Lynch Torres
Deutch Maloney, Tsongas
Dingell Carolyn Van Hollen
Doggett Maloney, Sean Vargas
Doyle, Michael Matsui Veasey
F. McCollum Vela
Duckworth McDermott Velazquez
Edwards McGovern Visclosky
Ellison McNerney Walz
Engel Meeks Wasserman
Eshoo Meng Schultz
Esty Moore Waters, Maxine
Farr Moulton Watson Coleman
Fattah Murphy (FL) Welch
Foster Nadler Wilson (FL)
Frankel (FL) Napolitano Yarmuth
NOES—237
Abraham Babin Bilirakis
Aderholt Barletta Bishop (MI)
Allen Barr Bishop (UT)
Amash Barton Black
Amodei Benishek Blackburn

Bost Hensarling Pitts
Boustany Herrera Beutler  Poe (TX)
Brady (TX) Hice, Jody B. Poliquin
Brat Hill Pompeo
Bridenstine Holding Posey
Brooks (AL) Hudson Price, Tom
Brooks (IN) Huelskamp Ratcliffe
Buchanan Huizenga (MI) Reed
Buck Hultgren Reichert
Bucshon Hunter Renacci
Burgess Hurd (TX) Ribble
Byrne Hurt (VA) Rice (SC)
Calvert Issa Rigell
Carter (GA) Jenkins (KS) Roby
Carter (TX) Jenkins (WV) Roe (TN)
Chabot Johnson (OH) R N
ohrabacher
Chaffetz Johnson, Sam Rokita
Clawson (FL) Jolly Rooney (FL)
Coffman Jordan Ros-Lehtinen
Cole Joyce Roskam
Collins (GA) Katko
Collins (NY) Kelly (MS) Ross
Comstock Kelly (PA) Rothfus
Conaway King (IA) Rouzer
Cook King (NY) Royce
Costa Kinzinger (IL) Russell
Costello (PA) Kline Salmon
Cramer Knight Sanfprd
Crawford Labrador Scalise
Crenshaw LaHood Schweikert
Culberson LaMalfa Scott, Austin
Curbelo (FL) Lamborn Sensenbrenner
Davis, Rodney Lance Sessions
Denham Latta Shimkus
Dent LoBiondo Shuster
DeSantis Long Simpson
DesJarlais Loudermilk Smith (MO)
Diaz-Balart Love Smith (NE)
Dold Lucas Smith (NJ)
Donovan Luetkemeyer Smith (TX)
Duffy Lummis Stefanik
Duncan (TN) MacArthur Stewart
Ellmers (NC) Marchant Stivers
Emmer (MN) Marino Stutzman
Fgrenthold Massie Thompson (PA)
Flnpher McCarthy Thornberry
Flelsghmann McC@ul Tiberi
Fleming MecClintock Tipton
Flores McH(lenry Trott
Forbes McKmley Turner
Fortenberry McMorris Upton
Foxx Rodgers Valadao
Franks (AZ) McSally Wagener
Frelinghuysen Meadows WaTberg
Garrett Meehan Walden
Gibbs Messer Walker
Gibson Mica .
Gohmert Miller (FL) Walorski
Goodlatte Miller (MI) Walters, Mimi
Gosar Moolenaar Weber (TX)
Gowdy Mooney (WV) Webster (FL)
Granger Mullin Wenstrup
Graves (GA) Mulvaney Westerman
Graves (LA) Murphy (PA) Whitfield
Graves (MO) Neugebauer Wilson (SC)
Griffith Newhouse Wittman
Grothman Noem Womack
Guinta Nugent Woodall
Guthrie Nunes Yoder
Hanna Olson Yoho
Hardy Palmer Young (AK)
Harper Paulsen Young (IA)
Harris Pearce Young (IN)
Hartzler Perry Zeldin
Heck (NV) Pittenger Zinke
NOT VOTING—10
Duncan (SC) Palazzo Westmoreland
Fitzpatrick Rogers (AL) Williams
Kennedy Rogers (KY)
Kind Smith (WA)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing.
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So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.
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RECORDED VOTE

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 235, noes 188,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 42]

AYES—235
Abraham Graves (MO) Olson
Aderholt Griffith Palmer
Allen Grothman Paulsen
Amash Guinta Pearce
Amodei Guthrie Perry
Babin Hanna Peterson
Barletta Hardy Pittenger
Barr Harper Pitts
Barton Harris Poe (TX)
Benishek Hartzler Poliquin
Bilirakis Heck (NV) Pompeo
Bishop (GA) Hensarling Posey
Bishop (MI) Hice, Jody B. Price, Tom
Bishop (UT) Hill Ratcliffe
Black Holding Reed
Blackburn Hudson Renacci
Blum Huelskamp Ribble
Bost Huizenga (MI) Rice (SC)
Boustany Hultgren Rigell
Brady (TX) Hunter Roby
Brat Hurd (TX) Roe (TN)
Bridenstine Hurt (VA) Rogers (AL)
Brooks (AL) Issa

Rogers (KY)

Brooks (IN) Jenkins (KS)
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Bonamici Green, Gene O’Rourke
Boyle, Brendan Grijalva Pallone

F. Gutiérrez Pascrell
Brady (PA) Hahn Payne
Brown (FL) Hastings Pelosi
Brownley (CA) Heck (WA) Perlmutter
Bustos Herrera Beutler Peters
Butterfield Higgins Pingree
Capps Himes Pocan
Capuano Hinojosa Polis
Carney Honda Price (NC)
Carson (IN) Hoyer Quigley
Cartwright Huffman Rangel
Castor (FL) Israel Reichert
Castro (TX) Jackson Lee Rice (NY)
Chu, Judy Jeffries Richmond
Cicilline Johnson (GA) Ros-Lehtinen
Clark (MA) Johnson, E. B. Roybal-Allard
Clarke (NY) Kaptur Ruiz
Clay Keating Ruppersberger
Clyburn Kelly (IL) Rush
Cohen Kildee Ryan (OH)
Connolly Kilmer Sanchez, Linda
Conyers Kirkpatrick T.
Cooper Kuster Sanchez, Loretta
Courtney Langevin Sanford
Crowley Larsen (WA) Sarbanes
Cummings Larson (CT) Schakowsky
Curbelo (FL) Lawrence Schiff
Davis (CA) Lee Schrader
Davis, Danny Levin Scott (VA)
DeFazio Lewis Scott, David
DeGette Lieu, Ted Serrano
Delaney Lipinski Sewell (AL)
DeLauro LoBiondo Sherman
DelBene Loebsack Sinema
DeSaulnier Lofgren Sires
Deutch Lowenthal Slaughter
Dingell Lowey Smith (NJ)
Doggett Lujan Grisham Speier
Dold (NM) Swalwell (CA)

Doyle, Michael

Lujan, Ben Ray

Takai

F. (NM) Takano
Duckworth Lynch Thompson (CA)
Edwards Maloney, Thompson (MS)
Ellison Carolyn Titus
Engel Maloney, Sean Tonko
Eshoo Matsui Torres
Esty McCollum Tsongas
Farr McDermott Van Hollen
Fattah McGovern Vargas
Fitzpatrick McNerney Veasey
Foster Meeks Vela
Frankel (FL) Meng Velazquez
Fudge Moore Visclosky
Gabbard Moulton Walz
Gallego Murphy (FL) Wasserman
Garamendi Nadler Schultz
Gibson Napolitano Waters, Maxine
Graham Neal Watson Coleman
Grayson Nolan Welch
Green, Al Norcross Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—10
Cardenas Kind Williams
Cleaver Palazzo Wilson (FL)
Duncan (SC) Smith (WA)
Kennedy Westmoreland

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-

ing.
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So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
RoYcE) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, as amended.

This is a b-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 418, nays 2,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 43]

Buchanan Jenkins (WV) ggﬁ:ﬁ acher
Buck Johnson (OH) Rooney (FL)
Bucshon Johnson, Sam Roskam
Burgess Jolly Ross
Byrne Jones Rothfus
Calvert Jordan Rouzer
Carter (GA) Joyce Royce
Carter (TX) Katko Russell
Chabot Kelly (MS) Salmon
Chaffetz Kelly (PA) Scalise
Clawson (FL) King (IA) Schweikert
Coffman King (NY) Scott. Austin
Cole Kinzinger (IL) Sense}lbrenner
Collins (GA) Kline Sessions
Collins (NY) Knight Shimkus
Comstock Labrador
Conaway LaHood Shuster
Cook LaMalfa Simpson
Costa Lamborn Sm%th (MO)
Costello (PA) Lance Smith (NE)
Cramer Latta Smith ,(TX)
Crawford Long Stefanik
Crenshaw Loudermilk Stewart
Cuellar Love Stivers
Culberson Lucas Stutzman
Davis, Rodney Luetkemeyer Thompson (PA)
Denham Lummis Thornberry
Dent MacArthur T}be“
DeSantis Marchant Tipton
DesJarlais Marino Trott
Diaz-Balart Massie Turner
Donovan McCarthy Upton
Duffy McCaul Valadao
Duncan (TN) McClintock Wagner
Ellmers (NC) McHenry Walberg
Emmer (MN) McKinley Walden
Farenthold McMorris Walker
Fincher Rodgers Walorski
Fleischmann McSally Walters, Mimi
Fleming Meadows Weber (TX)
Flores Meehan Webster (FL)
Forbes Messer Wenstrup
Fortenberry Mica Westerman
Foxx Miller (FL) Whitfield
Franks (AZ) Miller (MI) Wilson (SC)
Frelinghuysen Moolenaar Wittman
Garrett Mooney (WV) Womack
Gibbs Mullin Woodall
Gohmert Mulvaney Yoder
Goodlatte Murphy (PA) Yoho
Gosar Neugebauer Young (AK)
Gowdy Newhouse Young (IA)
Granger Noem Young (IN)
Graves (GA) Nugent Zeldin
Graves (LA) Nunes Zinke
NOES—188
Adams Bass Bera
Aguilar Beatty Beyer
Ashford Becerra Blumenauer

———

NORTH KOREA SANCTIONS
ENFORCEMENT ACT OF 2016

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 757) to improve the enforce-
ment of sanctions against the Govern-
ment of North Korea, and for other
purposes, as amended, on which the
yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

YEAS—418

Abraham Culberson Higgins
Adams Cummings Hill
Aderholt Curbelo (FL) Himes
Aguilar Davis (CA) Hinojosa
Allen Davis, Danny Holding
Amodei Davis, Rodney Honda
Ashford DeFazio Hoyer
Babin DeGette Hudson
Barletta Delaney Huelskamp
Barr DeLauro Huffman
Barton DelBene Huizenga (MI)
Bass Denham Hultgren
Beatty Dent Hunter
Becerra DeSantis Hurd (TX)
Benishek DeSaulnier Hurt (VA)
Bera DesJarlais Israel
Beyer Deutch Issa
Bilirakis Diaz-Balart Jackson Lee
Bishop (GA) Dingell Jeffries
Bishop (MI) Doggett Jenkins (KS)
Bishop (UT) Dold Jenkins (WV)
Black Donovan Johnson (GA)
Blackburn Doyle, Michael Johnson (OH)
Blum F. Johnson, E. B.
Blumenauer Duckworth Johnson, Sam
Bonamici Duffy Jolly
Bost Duncan (TN) Jones
Boustany Edwards Jordan
Boyle, Brendan Ellison Joyce

F. Ellmers (NC) Kaptur
Brady (PA) Emmer (MN) Katko
Brady (TX) Engel Keating
Brat Eshoo Kelly (IL)
Bridenstine Esty Kelly (MS)
Brooks (AL) Farenthold Kelly (PA)
Brooks (IN) Farr Kildee
Brown (FL) Fattah Kilmer
Brownley (CA) Fincher King (IA)
Buchanan Fitzpatrick King (NY)
Buck Fleischmann Kinzinger (IL)
Bucshon Fleming Kirkpatrick
Burgess Flores Kline
Bustos Forbes Knight
Butterfield Fortenberry Kuster
Byrne Foster Labrador
Calvert Foxx LaHood
Capps Frankel (FL) LaMalfa
Capuano Franks (AZ) Lamborn
Cardenas Frelinghuysen Lance
Carney Fudge Langevin
Carson (IN) Gabbard Larsen (WA)
Carter (GA) Gallego Larson (CT)
Carter (TX) Garamendi Latta
Cartwright Garrett Lawrence
Castor (FL) Gibbs Lee
Castro (TX) Gohmert Levin
Chabot Goodlatte Lewis
Chaffetz Gosar Lieu, Ted
Chu, Judy Gowdy Lipinski
Cicilline Graham LoBiondo
Clark (MA) Granger Loebsack
Clarke (NY) Graves (GA) Lofgren
Clawson (FL) Graves (LA) Long
Clay Graves (MO) Loudermilk
Cleaver Grayson Love
Clyburn Green, Al Lowenthal
Coffman Green, Gene Lowey
Cohen Griffith Lucas
Cole Grijalva Luetkemeyer
Collins (GA) Grothman Lujan Grisham
Collins (NY) Guinta (NM)
Comstock Guthrie Lujan, Ben Ray
Conaway Gutiérrez (NM)
Connolly Hahn Lummis
Cook Hanna Lynch
Cooper Hardy MacArthur
Costa Harper Maloney,
Costello (PA) Harris Carolyn
Courtney Hastings Maloney, Sean
Cramer Heck (NV) Marchant
Crawford Heck (WA) Marino
Crenshaw Hensarling Matsui
Crowley Herrera Beutler = McCarthy
Cuellar Hice, Jody B. McCaul
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McClintock Price (NC) Smith (NJ)
McCollum Price, Tom Smith (TX)
McDermott Quigley Stefanik
McGovern Rangel Stewart
McHenry Ratcliffe Stivers
McKinley Reed Stutzman
McMorris Reichert Takai

Rodgers Renacci Takano
McNerney Ribble Thompson (CA)
McSally Rice (NY) Thompson (MS)
Meadows Rice (SC) Thompson (PA)
Meehan Richmond Thornberry
Meeks Rigell Tiberi
Meng Roby Tipton
Messer Roe (TN) Titus
Mica Rogers (AL) Tonko
Miller (FL) Rogers (KY) Torres
Miller (MI) Rohrabacher Trott
Moolenaar Rokita Tsongas
Mooney (WV) Rooney (FL) Turner
Moore Ros-Lehtinen Upton
Moulton Roskam Valadao
Mullin Ross Van Hollen
Mulvaney Rothfus Vargas
Murphy (FL) Rouzer Veasey
Murphy (PA) Roybal-Allard Vela
Nadler Royce Velazquez
Napolitano Ruiz Visclosky
Neal Ruppersberger Wagner
Neugebauer Rush Walberg
Newhouse Russell Walden
Noem Ryan (OH) Walker
Nolan Salmon Walorski
Norcross Sanchez, Linda Walters, Mimi
Nugent T. Walz
Nunes Sanchez, Loretta Wasserman
O’Rourke Sanford Schultz
Olson Sarbanes Waters, Maxine
Pallone Scalise Watson Coleman
Palmer Schakowsky Weber (TX)
Pascrell Schiff Webster (FL)
Paulsen Schrader Welch
Payne Schweikert Wenstrup
Pearce Scott (VA) Westerman
Pelosi Scott, Austin Whitfield
Perlmutter Scott, David Wilson (FL)
Perry Sensenbrenner Wilson (SC)
Peters Serrano Wittman
Peterson Sessions Womack
Pingree Sewell (AL) Woodall
Pittenger Sherman Yarmuth
Pitts Shuster Yoder
Pocan Simpson Yoho
Poe (TX) Sinema Young (AK)
Poliquin Sires Young (TA)
Polis Slaughter Young (IN)
Pompeo Smith (MO) Zeldin
Posey Smith (NE) Zinke

NAYS—2
Amash
Massie
NOT VOTING—13

Conyers Kind Swalwell (CA)
Duncan (SC) Palazzo Westmoreland
Gibson Shimkus Williams
Hartzler Smith (WA)
Kennedy Speier

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing.
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So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. After
consultation among the Speaker and
the majority and minority leaders, and
with their consent, the Chair an-
nounces that, when the two Houses
meet tonight in joint session to hear
an address by the President of the
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United States, only the doors imme-
diately opposite the Speaker and those
immediately to his left and right will
be open.

No one will be allowed on the floor of
the House who does not have the privi-
lege of the floor of the House. Due to
the large attendance that is antici-
pated, the rule regarding the privilege
of the floor must be strictly enforced.
Children of Members will not be per-
mitted on the floor. The cooperation of
all Members is requested.

The practice of purporting to reserve
seats prior to the joint session by
placement of placards or personal
items will not be allowed. Chamber Se-
curity may remove these items from
the seats. Members may reserve their
seats only by physical presence fol-
lowing the security sweep of the Cham-
ber.

All Members are reminded to refrain
from engaging in still photography or
audio or video recording in the Cham-
ber. Taking unofficial photographs de-
tracts from the dignity of the pro-
ceedings and presents security and pri-
vacy challenges for the House.

——————

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 8:35 p.m. for the purpose of
receiving in joint session the President
of the United States.

Accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 8 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.
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JOINT SESSION OF CONGRESS
PURSUANT TO HOUSE CONCUR-
RENT RESOLUTION 102 TO RE-
CEIVE A MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at 8
o’clock and 33 minutes p.m.

The Assistant to the Sergeant at
Arms, Ms. Kathleen Joyce, announced
the Vice President and Members of the
U.S. Senate, who entered the Hall of
the House of Representatives, the Vice
President taking the chair at the right
of the Speaker, and the Members of the
Senate the seats reserved for them.

The SPEAKER. The joint session will
come to order.

The Chair appoints as members of
the committee on the part of the House
to escort the President of the United
States into the Chamber:

The gentleman from California (Mr.
MCCARTHY);

The gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
SCALISE);

The gentlewoman from Washington
(Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS);

The gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
WALDEN);

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
MESSER);

The gentlewoman from Kansas (Ms.
JENKINS);
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The gentlewoman from North Caro-
lina (Ms. FOXX);

The gentlewoman from California
(Ms. PELOSI);

The gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER);

The gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. CLYBURN);

The gentleman from California (Mr.
BECERRA);

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
CROWLEY);

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
ISRAEL); and

The gentlewoman from Connecticut
(Ms. DELAURO).

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Presi-
dent of the Senate, at the direction of
that body, appoints the following Sen-
ators as members of the committee on
the part of the Senate to escort the
President of the United States into the
House Chamber:

The Senator from Kentucky (Mr.

MCCONNELL);

The Senator from Texas (Mr. COR-
NYN);

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
THUNE);

The Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
BARRASSO);

The Senator from Missouri (Mr.
BLUNT);

The Senator from Mississippi (Mr.

WICKER);

The Senator from Nevada (Mr. REID);

The Senator from Illinois (Mr. DUR-
BIN);

The Senator from New York (Mr.
SCHUMER);

The Senator from Washington (Mrs.
MURRAY);

The Senator from Vermont (Mr.
LEAHY);

The Senator from Montana (Mr.
TESTER);

The Senator from Michigan (Ms. STA-
BENOW); and

The Senator from Minnesota (Ms.
KLOBUCHAR).

The Assistant to the Sergeant at
Arms announced the Dean of the Diplo-
matic Corps, His Excellency Hersey
Kyota, the Ambassador of the Republic
of Palau.

The Dean of the Diplomatic Corps en-
tered the Hall of the House of Rep-
resentatives and took the seat reserved
for him.

The Assistant to the Sergeant at
Arms announced the Chief Justice of
the United States and the Associate
Justices of the Supreme Court.

The Chief Justice of the United
States and the Associate Justices of
the Supreme Court entered the Hall of
the House of Representatives and took
the seats reserved for them in front of
the Speaker’s rostrum.

The Assistant to the Sergeant at
Arms announced the Cabinet of the
President of the United States.

The members of the Cabinet of the
President of the United States entered
the Hall of the House of Representa-
tives and took the seats reserved for
them in front of the Speaker’s rostrum.

At 9 o’clock and 5 minutes p.m., the
Sergeant at Arms, the Honorable Paul
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D. Irving, announced the President of
the United States.

The President of the United States,
escorted by the committee of Senators
and Representatives, entered the Hall
of the House of Representatives and
stood at the Clerk’s desk.

(Applause, the Members rising.)

The SPEAKER. Members of Con-
gress, I have the high privilege and the
distinct honor of presenting to you the
President of the United States.

(Applause, the Members rising.)

The PRESIDENT. Mr. Speaker, Mr.
Vice President, Members of Congress,
my fellow Americans:

Tonight marks the eighth year I have
come here to report on the State of the
Union, and for this final one, I am
going to try to make it a little shorter.
I know some of you are antsy to get
back to Iowa. I have been there. I will
be shaking hands afterwards if you
want some tips.

I understand that because it is an
election season, expectations for what
we will achieve this year are low. But,
Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the construc-
tive approach that you and other lead-
ers took at the end of last year to pass
a budget and make tax cuts permanent
for working families. So I hope we can
work together this year on some bipar-
tisan priorities like criminal justice re-
form and helping people who are bat-
tling prescription drug abuse and her-
oin abuse. So who knows, we might
surprise the cynics again.

But tonight, I want to go easy on the
traditional list of proposals for the
year ahead. Don’t worry, I have got
plenty, from helping students learn to
write computer code to personalizing
medical treatments for patients. And I
will keep pushing for progress on the
work that I believe still needs to be
done: fixing a broken immigration sys-
tem, protecting our kids from gun vio-
lence, equal pay for equal work, paid
leave, and raising the minimum wage.
All these things still matter to hard-
working families. They are still the
right thing to do, and I won’t let up
until they get done.

But for my final address to this
Chamber, I don’t want to just talk
about next year. I want to focus on the
next 5 years, the next 10 years, and be-
yond. I want to focus on our future.

We live in a time of extraordinary
change—change that is reshaping the
way we live, the way we work, our
planet, and our place in the world. It is
change that promises amazing medical
breakthroughs, but also economic dis-
ruptions that strain working families.
It promises education for girls in the
most remote villages, but also connects
terrorists plotting an ocean away. It is
change that can broaden opportunity
or widen inequality. And whether we
like it or not, the pace of this change
will only accelerate.

America has been through big
changes before: wars and depression,
the influx of new immigrants, workers
fighting for a fair deal, and movements
to expand civil rights. Each time, there
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have been those who told us to fear the
future, who claimed we could slam the
brakes on change, who promised to re-
store past glory if we just got some
group or idea that was threatening
America under control; and each time,
we overcame those fears. We did not, in
the words of Lincoln, adhere to the
“‘dogmas of the quiet past.” Instead, we
thought anew and acted anew. We
made change work for us, always ex-
tending America’s promise outward to
the next frontier, to more people. Be-
cause we did, because we saw Oppor-
tunity where others saw peril, we
emerged stronger and better than be-
fore.

What was true then can be true now.
Our unique strengths as a nation—our
optimism and work ethic, our spirit of
discovery, our diversity, and our com-
mitment to rule of law—these things
give us everything we need to ensure
prosperity and security for generations
to come.

In fact, it is in that spirit that we
have made progress these past 7 years.
That is how we recovered from the
worst economic crisis in generations.
That is how we reformed our
healthcare system and reinvented our
energy sector. That is how we delivered
more care and benefits to our troops
coming home and our veterans, and
that is how we how we secured the free-
dom in every State to marry the per-
son we love.

But such progress is not inevitable.
It is the result of choices we make to-
gether, and we face such choices right
now. Will we respond to the changes of
our time with fear, turning inward as a
nation and turning against each other
as a people? Or will we face the future
with confidence in who we are, in what
we stand for, and the incredible things
that we can do together?

So let’s talk about the future and
four big questions that I believe we as
a country have to answer, regardless of
who the next President is or who con-
trols the next Congress.

First, how do we give everyone a fair
shot at opportunity and security in
this new economy?

Second, how do we make technology
work for us and not against us, espe-
cially when it comes to solving urgent
challenges like climate change?

Third, how do we keep America safe
and lead the world without becoming
its policeman?

And finally, how can we make our
politics reflect what is best in us and
not what is worst?

Let me start with the economy and a
basic fact: the United States of Amer-
ica, right now, has the strongest, most
durable economy in the world.

We are in the middle of the longest
streak of private sector job creation in
history: more than 14 million new jobs,
the strongest 2 years of job growth
since the 1990s, an unemployment rate
cut in half. Our auto industry just had
its best year ever. That is just part of
a manufacturing surge that has created
nearly 900,000 new jobs in the past 6
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years. We have done all this while cut-
ting our deficits by almost three-quar-
ters.

Anyone claiming that America’s
economy is in decline is peddling fic-
tion. Now, what is true and the reason
that a lot of Americans feel anxious is
that the economy has been changing in
profound ways, changes that started
long before the Great Recession hit and
changes that have not let up. Today
technology doesn’t just replace jobs on
the assembly line, but any job where
work can be automated. Companies in
a global economy can locate anywhere,
and they face tougher competition. As
a result, workers have less leverage for
a raise, companies have less loyalty to
their communities, and more and more
wealth and income is concentrated at
the very top.

All these trends have squeezed work-
ers, even when they have jobs, even
when the economy is growing. It has
made it harder for a hardworking fam-
ily to pull itself out of poverty, harder
for young people to start their careers,
and tougher for workers to retire when
they want to. Although none of these
trends are unique to America, they do
offend our uniquely American belief
that everybody who works hard should
get a fair shot.

For the past 7 years, our goal has
been a growing economy that also
works better for everybody. We have
made progress. But we need to make
more. Despite all the political argu-
ments that we have had these past few
years, there are actually some areas
where Americans broadly agree.

We agree that real opportunity re-
quires every American to get the edu-
cation and training they need to land a
good-paying job. The bipartisan reform
of No Child Left Behind was an impor-
tant start, and together we have in-
creased early childhood education, lift-
ed high school graduation rates to new
highs, and boosted graduates in fields
like engineering.

In the coming years, we should build
on that progress by providing pre-K for
all, offering every student the hands-on
computer science and math classes
that make them job-ready on day one,
and we should recruit and support
more great teachers for our Kkids.

We have to make college affordable
for every American because no hard-
working student should be stuck in the
red. We have already reduced student
loan payments to 10 percent of a bor-
rower’s income, and that is good. But
now we have actually got to cut the
cost of college.

Providing 2 years of community col-
lege at no cost for every responsible
student is one of the best ways to do
that, and I am going to keep fighting
to get that started this year. It is the
right thing to do.

But a great education isn’t all we
need in this new economy. We also
need benefits and protections that pro-
vide a basic measure of security. It is
not too much of a stretch to say that
some of the only people in America
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who are going to work the same job in
the same place with a health and re-
tirement package for 30 years are sit-
ting in this Chamber.

For everyone else, especially folks in
their 40s and 50s, saving for retirement
or bouncing back from job loss has got-
ten a lot tougher. Americans under-
stand that, at some point in their ca-
reers in this new economy, they may
have to retool and they may have to
retrain. But they shouldn’t lose what
they have already worked so hard to
build in the process.

That is why Social Security and
Medicare are more important than
ever. We shouldn’t weaken them. We
should strengthen them. For Ameri-
cans short of retirement, basic benefits
should be just as mobile as everything
else is today.

That, by the way, is what the Afford-
able Care Act is all about. It is about
filling the gaps in employer-based care
so that, when you lose a job or you go
back to school or you strike out and
launch that new business, you will still
have coverage.

Nearly 18 million people have gained
coverage so far. In the process,
healthcare inflation is slow. Our busi-
nesses have created jobs every single
month since it became law.

Now, I am guessing we won’t agree on
health care anytime soon. But there
should be other ways parties can work
together to improve economic security.
Say a hardworking American loses his
job. We shouldn’t just make sure that
he can get unemployment insurance;
we should make sure that program en-
courages him to retrain for a business
that is ready to hire him. If that new
job doesn’t pay as much, there should
be a system of wage insurance in place
so that he can still pay his bills. Even
if he is going from job to job, he should
still be able to save for retirement and
take his savings with him. That is the
way we make the new economy work
better for everybody.

I also know Speaker RYAN has talked
about his interest in tackling poverty.
America is about giving everybody
willing to work a chance, a hand up. I
would welcome a serious discussion
about strategies we can all support,
like expanding tax cuts for low-income
workers who don’t have children.

But there are some areas where we
just have to be honest. It has been dif-
ficult to find agreement over the last 7
years. A lot of them fall under the cat-
egory of what role the government
should play in making sure the system
is not rigged in favor of the wealthiest
and biggest corporations. It is an hon-
est disagreement, and the American
people have a choice to make.

I believe a thriving private sector is
the lifeblood of our economy. I think
there are outdated regulations that
need to be changed and there is red
tape that needs to be cut.

But, after years now of record cor-
porate profits, working families won’t
get more opportunity or bigger pay-
checks just by letting big banks or Big
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Oil or hedge funds make their own
rules at everybody else’s expense. Mid-
dle class families are not going to feel
more secure because we allow attacks
on collective bargaining to go unan-
swered.

Food stamp recipients did not cause
the financial crisis. Recklessness on
Wall Street did. Immigrants aren’t the
principal reason wages haven’t gone
up. Those decisions were made in the
boardrooms that, all too often, put
quarterly earnings over long-term re-
turns. It is sure not the average family
watching tonight that avoids paying
taxes through offshore accounts.

The point is, I believe that in this
new economy workers and startups and
small businesses need more of a voice,
not less. The rules should work for
them. I am not alone in this. This year,
I plan to lift up the many businesses
which have figured out that doing right
by their workers or their customers or
their communities ends up being good
for their shareholders, and I want to
spread those best practices across
America. That is a part of a brighter
future.

In fact, it turns out many of our best
corporate citizens are also our most
creative. This brings me to the second
big question we as a country have to
answer: How do we reignite that spirit
of innovation to meet our biggest chal-
lenges?

Sixty years ago, when the Russians
beat us into space, we didn’t deny
Sputnik was up there. We didn’t argue
about the science or shrink our re-
search and development budget. We
built a space program almost over-
night, and, 12 years later, we were
walking on the Moon.

That spirit of discovery is in our
DNA. America is Thomas Edison and
the Wright Brothers and George Wash-
ington Carver. America is Grace Hop-
per and Katherine Johnson and Sally
Ride. America is every immigrant and
entrepreneur from Boston to Austin to
Silicon Valley, racing to shape a better
future. That is who we are, and over
the past 7 years we have nurtured that
spirit.

We have protected an open Internet
and have taken bold new steps to get
more students and low-income Ameri-
cans online. We have launched next-
generation manufacturing hubs and on-
line tools that give an entrepreneur ev-
erything that he or she needs to start
a business in a single day.

But we can do so much more. Last
year, Vice President BIDEN said that
with a new moonshot, America can
cure cancer. Last month, he worked
with this Congress to give scientists at
the National Institutes of Health the
strongest resources that they have had
in over a decade.

So, tonight, I am announcing a new
national effort to get it done; and be-
cause he has gone to the mat for all of
us on so many issues over the past 40
yvears, I am putting JOE in charge of
mission control. For the loved ones we
have all lost, for the families that we
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can still save, let’s make America the
country that cures cancer once and for
all.

What do you say, JOE? Let’s make it
happen.

Medical research is critical. We need
the same level of commitment when it
comes to developing clean energy
sources. Look, if anybody still wants to
dispute the science around climate
change, have at it. You will be pretty
lonely because you will be debating our
military, most of America’s business
leaders, the majority of the American
people, almost the entire scientific
community, and 200 nations around the
world which agree it is a problem and
intend to solve it.

But even if the planet wasn’t at
stake, even if 2014 wasn’t the warmest
year on record—until 2015 turned out to
be even hotter—why would we want to
pass up the chance for American busi-
nesses to produce and sell the energy of
the future?

Listen, 7 years ago, we made the sin-
gle biggest investment in clean energy
in our history. Here are the results: in
fields from Iowa to Texas, wind power
is now cheaper than dirtier conven-
tional power. On rooftops from Arizona
to New York, solar is saving Americans
tens of millions of dollars a year on
their energy bills and employs more
Americans than coal in jobs that pay
better than average.

We are taking steps to give home-
owners the freedom to generate and
store their own energy, something, by
the way, that environmentalists and
tea partiers have teamed up to support.
Meanwhile, we have cut our imports of
foreign oil by nearly 60 percent and cut
carbon pollution more than any other
country on Earth.

Gas under two bucks a gallon ain’t
bad either.

Now we have got to accelerate the
transition away from old, dirtier en-
ergy sources. Rather than subsidize the
past, we should invest in the future, es-
pecially in communities that rely on
fossil fuels. We do them no favor when
we don’t show them where the trends
are going.

That is why I am going to push to
change the way we manage our oil and
coal resources, so that they better re-
flect the costs they impose on tax-
payers and our planet. That way, we
put money back into those commu-
nities and put tens of thousands of
Americans to work in building a 21st
century transportation system.

None of this is going to happen over-
night, and, yes, there are plenty of en-
trenched interests who want to protect
the status quo. But the jobs we will
create, the money we will save, and the
planet we will preserve, that is the
kind of future our kids and our
grandkids deserve, and it is within our
grasp.

Climate change is just one of many
issues where our security is linked to
the rest of the world. That is why the
third big question that we have to an-
swer together is how to keep America
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safe and strong without either iso-
lating ourselves or trying to nation-
build everywhere there is a problem.

I told you earlier all of the talk of
America’s economic decline is political
hot air. Well, so is all the rhetoric you
hear about our enemies getting strong-
er and America getting weaker. Let me
tell you something. The United States
of America is the most powerful nation
on Earth—period. It is not even close.
We spend more on our military than
the next eight nations combined.

Our troops are the finest fighting
force in the history of the world. No
nation attacks us directly or our allies
because they know that is the path to
ruin. Surveys show our standing
around the world is higher than when I
was elected to this office; and when it
comes to every important inter-
national issue, people of the world do
not look to Beijing or Moscow to lead.
They call us. So it is useful to level set
here, because when we don’t, we don’t
make good decisions.

Now, as someone who begins every
day with an intelligence briefing, I
know this is a dangerous time, but that
is not primarily because of some loom-
ing superpower out there, and it is cer-
tainly not because of diminished Amer-
ican strength. In today’s world, we are
threatened less by evil empires and
more by failing states.

The Middle East is going through a
transformation that will play out for a
generation, rooted in conflicts that
date back millennia. Economic
headwinds are blowing in from a Chi-
nese economy that is in significant
transition. Even as their economy se-
verely contracts, Russia is pouring re-
sources in to prop up Ukraine and
Syria, client states that they saw slip-
ping away from their orbit. The inter-
national system we built after World
War II is now struggling to keep pace
with this new reality.

It is up to us, the United States of
America, to help remake that system.
And to do that well, it means that we
have got to set priorities.

Priority number one is protecting
the American people and going after
terrorist networks. Both al Qaeda and,
now, ISIL pose a direct threat to our
people because in today’s world, even a
handful of terrorists who place no
value on human life, including their
own, can do a lot of damage. They use
the Internet to poison the minds of in-
dividuals inside our country. Their ac-
tions undermine and destabilize our al-
lies. We have to take them out.

But as we focus on destroying ISIL,
over-the-top claims that this is world
war III just play into their hands.
Masses of fighters on the back of pick-
up trucks, twisted souls plotting in
apartments or garages, they pose an
enormous danger to civilians. They
have to be stopped, but they do not
threaten our national existence. That
is the story ISIL wants to tell. That is
the kind of propaganda they use to re-
cruit. We don’t need to build them up
to show that we are serious, and we
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sure don’t need to push away vital al-
lies in this fight by echoing the lie that
ISIL is somehow representative of one
of the world’s largest religions. We just
need to call them what they are: kill-
ers and fanatics who have to be rooted
out, hunted down, and destroyed. That
is exactly what we are doing.

For more than a year, America has
led a coalition of more than 60 coun-
tries to cut off ISIL’s financing, dis-
rupt their plots, stop the flow of ter-
rorist fighters, and stamp out their vi-
cious ideology. With nearly 10,000 air-
strikes, we are taking out their leader-
ship, their oil, their training camps,
and their weapons. We are training,
arming, and supporting forces who are
steadily reclaiming territory in Iraq
and Syria.

If this Congress is serious about win-
ning this war and wants to send a mes-
sage to our troops and the world, au-
thorize the use of military force
against ISIL. Take a vote.

But the American people should
know that, with or without congres-
sional action, ISIL will learn the same
lessons as terrorists before them. If
you doubt America’s commitment—or
mine—to see that justice is done, just
ask Osama bin Laden. Ask the leader of
al Qaeda in Yemen who was taken out
last year, or the perpetrator of the
Benghazi attacks who sits in a prison
cell. When you come after Americans,
we go after you. It may take time, but
we have long memories, and our reach
has no limit.

Our foreign policy has to be focused
on the threat from ISIL and al Qaeda,
but it can’t stop there. For even with-
out ISIL, even without al Qaeda, insta-
bility will continue for decades in
many parts of the world: in the Middle
East, in Afghanistan, in parts of Paki-
stan, in parts of Central America, in
Africa and Asia. Some of these places
may become safe havens for new ter-
rorist networks. Others will just fall
victim to ethnic conflict or famine,
feeding the next wave of refugees.

The world will look to us to help
solve these problems, and our answer
needs to be more than tough talk or
calls to carpet bomb civilians. That
may work as a TV sound bite, but it
doesn’t pass muster on the world stage.

We also can’t try to take over and re-
build every country that falls into cri-
sis, even if it is done with the best of
intentions. That is not leadership.
That is a recipe for quagmire, spilling
American blood and treasure that ulti-
mately will weaken us. It is the lesson
of Vietnam; it is the lesson of Iraq; and
we should have learned it by now.

Fortunately, there is a smarter ap-
proach, a patient and disciplined strat-
egy that uses every element of our na-
tional power. It says America will al-
ways act—alone, if necessary—to pro-
tect our people and our allies.

But on issues of global concern, we
will mobilize the world to work with us
and make sure other countries pull
their own weight. That is our approach
to conflicts like Syria, where we are
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partnering with local forces and lead-
ing international efforts to help that
broken society pursue a lasting peace.

That is why we built a global coali-
tion with sanctions and principled di-
plomacy to prevent a nuclear-armed
Iran. As we speak, Iran has rolled back
its nuclear program, shipped out its
uranium stockpile, and the world has
avoided another war.

That is how we stopped the spread of
Ebola in West Africa. Our military, our
doctors, our development workers,
they were heroic. They set up the plat-
form that then allowed other countries
to join in behind us and stamp out that
epidemic. Hundreds of thousands,
maybe a couple million, lives were
saved.

That is how we forged a Trans-Pa-
cific Partnership to open markets, pro-
tect workers and the environment, and
advance American leadership in Asia.
It cuts 18,000 taxes on products made in
America, which will then support more
good jobs here in America.

With TPP, China does not set the
rules in that region. We do. You want
to show our strength in this new cen-
tury? Approve this agreement. Give us
the tools to enforce it. It is the right
thing to do.

Let me give you another example.
Fifty years of isolating Cuba had failed
to promote democracy. It set us back
in Latin America. That is why we re-
stored diplomatic relations, opened the
door to travel and commerce, and posi-
tioned ourselves to improve the lives of
the Cuban people. So if you want to
consolidate our leadership and credi-
bility in the hemisphere, recognize
that the cold war is over. Lift the em-
bargo.

The point is American leadership in
the 21st century is not a choice be-
tween ignoring the rest of the world,
except when we kill terrorists, or occu-
pying and rebuilding whatever society
is unraveling. Leadership means a wise
application of military power and ral-
lying the world behind causes that are
right. It means seeing our foreign as-
sistance as a part of our national secu-
rity, not something separate, not char-
ity.

When we lead nearly 200 nations to
the most ambitious agreement in his-
tory to fight climate change, yes, that
helps vulnerable countries, but it also
protects our kids. When we help
Ukraine defend its democracy or Co-
lombia resolve a decades-long war, that
strengthens the international order we
depend on. When we help African coun-
tries feed their people and care for the
sick, it is the right thing to do, and it
prevents the mnext pandemic from
reaching our shores.

Right now we are on track to end the
scourge of HIV/AIDS. That is within
our grasp. And we have the chance to
accomplish the same thing with ma-
laria, something I will be pushing this
Congress to fund this year.

That is American strength. That is
American leadership. That kind of
leadership depends on the power of our
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example. That is why I will keep work-
ing to shut down the prison at Guanta-
namo. It is expensive. It is unneces-
sary. It only serves as a recruitment
brochure for our enemies. There is a
better way.

That is why we need to reject any
politics that targets people because of
race or religion. Let me just say this:
This is not a matter of political cor-
rectness. This is a matter of under-
standing just what it is that makes us
strong. The world respects us not just
for our arsenal. It respects us for our
diversity and our openness and the way
we respect every faith.

His Holiness, Pope Francis, told this
body from the very spot that I am
standing tonight that ‘“‘to imitate the
hatred and violence of tyrants and
murderers is the best way to take their
place.”

When politicians insult Muslims,
whether abroad or our fellow citizens,
when a mosque is vandalized, or a kid
is called names, that doesn’t make us
safer. That is not telling it like it is. It
is just wrong. It diminishes us in the
eyes of the world. It makes it harder to
achieve our goals. It betrays who we
are as a country.

‘“We the People.” Our Constitution
begins with those three simple words,
words we have come to recognize mean
all the people, not just some, words
that insist we rise and fall together,
that that is how we might perfect our
Union.

That brings me to the fourth, and
maybe the most important, thing I
want to say tonight. The future we
want, all of us want—opportunity and
security for our families; a rising
standard of living; a sustainable, peace-
ful planet for our Kkids—all that is
within our reach. But it will only hap-
pen if we work together. It will only
happen if we can have rational, con-
structive debates. It will only happen if
we fix our politics.

A better politics doesn’t mean we
have to agree on everything. This is a
big country with different regions, dif-
ferent attitudes, different interests.
That is one of our strengths, too.

Our Founders distributed power be-
tween States and branches of govern-
ment and expected us to argue, just as
they did, fiercely over the size and
shape of government, over commerce
and foreign relations, over the meaning
of liberty and the imperatives of secu-
rity.

But democracy does require basic
bonds of trust between its citizens. It
doesn’t work if we think the people
who disagree with us are all motivated
by malice. It doesn’t work if we think
that our political opponents are unpa-
triotic or are trying to weaken Amer-
ica. Democracy grinds to a halt with-
out a willingness to compromise or
when even basic facts are contested or
when we listen only to those who agree
with us.

Our public life withers when only the
most extreme voices get all the atten-
tion. Most of all, democracy breaks
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down when the average person feels
their voice doesn’t matter, that the
system is rigged in favor of the rich or
the powerful or some special interest.

Too many Americans feel that way
right now. It is one of the few regrets
of my Presidency, that the rancor and
suspicion between the parties has got-
ten worse instead of better. I have no
doubt a President with the gifts of Lin-
coln or Roosevelt might have better
bridged the divide, and I guarantee 1
will keep trying to be better so long as
I hold this office.

But, my fellow Americans, this can-
not be my task—or any President’s—
alone. There are a whole lot of folks in
this Chamber, good people who would
like to see more cooperation, would
like to see a more elevated debate in
Washington, but feel trapped by the
imperatives of getting elected, by the
noise coming out of your base.

I know. You have told me. It is the
worst kept secret in Washington. And a
lot of you aren’t enjoying being
trapped in that kind of rancor. But
that means, if we want a better poli-
tics—and I am addressing the Amer-
ican people now—it is not enough to
just change a Congressman or change a
Senator or even change a President. We
have to change the system to reflect
our better selves.

We have got to end the practice of
drawing our congressional districts so
that politicians can pick their voters,
and not the other way around. Let a bi-
partisan group do it.

I believe we have got to reduce the
influence of money in our politics so
that a handful of families and hidden
interests can’t bankroll our elections.
If our existing approach to campaign
finance reform can’t pass muster in the
courts, we need to work together to
find a real solution, because it is a
problem. And most of you don’t like
raising money. I know. I have done it.

We have got to make it easier to
vote, not harder. We need to modernize
it for the way we live now. This is
America. We want to make it easier for
people to participate. Over the course
of this year, I intend to travel the
country to push for reforms that do
just that.

But I can’t do these things on my
own. Changes in our political process,
in not just who gets elected, but how
they get elected, that will only happen
when the American people demand it.
It depends on you. That is what is
meant by a government of, by, and for
the people.

What I am suggesting is hard. It is a
lot easier to be cynical, to accept that
change is not possible and politics is
hopeless and the problem is all the
folks who are elected don’t care, and to
believe that our voices and our actions
don’t matter.

But if we give up now, then we for-
sake a better future. Those with money
and power will gain greater control
over the decisions that could send a
young soldier to war, allow another
economic disaster, or roll back the
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equal rights and voting rights that
generations of Americans have fought,
even died, to secure.

And then, as frustration grows, there
will be voices urging us to fall back
into our respective tribes, to scapegoat
fellow citizens who don’t look like us,
pray like us, vote like we do, or share
the same background. We can’t afford
to go down that path. It won’t deliver
the economy we want, it will not
produce the security we want, but most
of all, it contradicts everything that
makes us the envy of the world.

So, my fellow Americans, whatever
you may believe, whether you prefer
one party or no party, whether you
supported my agenda or fought as hard
as you could against it, our collective
future depends on your willingness to
uphold your duties as a citizen. To
vote. To speak out. To stand up for
others, especially the weak, especially
the vulnerable, knowing that each of
us is only here because somebody,
somewhere stood up for us.

We need every American to stay ac-
tive in our public life, and not just dur-
ing election time, so that our public
life reflects the goodness and the de-
cency that I see in the American people
every single day.

It is not easy. Our brand of democ-
racy is hard. But I can promise that a
little over a year from now, when I no
longer hold this office, I will be right
there with you as a citizen, inspired by
those voices of fairness and vision, of
grit and good humor and kindness that
have helped America travel so far,
voices that help us see ourselves not
first and foremost as Black or White or
Asian or Latino, not as gay or straight,
immigrant or native born, not Demo-
crat or Republican, but as Americans
first, bound by a common creed, voices
Dr. King believed would have the final
word, voices of unarmed truth and un-
conditional love.

And they are out there, those voices.
They don’t get a lot of attention. They
don’t seek a lot of fanfare. But they are
busy doing the work this country needs
doing.

I see them everywhere I travel in this
incredible country of ours. I see you,
the American people. And in your daily
acts of citizenship, I see our future un-
folding.

I see it in the worker on the assem-
bly line who clocked extra shifts to
keep his company open and the boss
who pays him higher wages instead of
laying him off.

I see it in the DREAMer who stays up
late at night to finish her science
project, and the teacher who comes in
early, maybe with some extra supplies
that she bought, because she Kknows
that that young girl might someday
cure a disease.

I see it in the American who served
his time and made bad mistakes as a
child, but now is dreaming of starting
over, and I see it in the business owner
who gives him that second chance; the
protester determined to prove that jus-
tice matters, and the young cop walk-
ing the beat, treating everybody with
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respect, doing the brave, quiet work of
keeping us safe.

I see it in the soldier who gives al-
most everything to save his brothers,
the nurse who tends to him till he can
run a marathon, and the community
that lines up to cheer him on.

It is the son who finds the courage to
come out as who he is, and the father
whose love for that son overrides ev-
erything he has been taught.

I see it in the elderly woman who will
wait in line to cast her vote as long as
she has to, the new citizen who casts
his vote for the first time, the volun-
teers at the polls who believe every
vote should count, because each of
them, in different ways, knows how
much that precious right is worth.

That is the America I know. That is
the country we love. Clear-eyed. Big-
hearted. Undaunted by challenge. Opti-
mistic that unarmed truth and uncon-
ditional love will have the final word.

That is what makes me so hopeful
about our future. I believe in change
because I believe in you, the American
people. And that is why I stand here as
confident as I have ever been that the
state of our Union is strong.

Thank you. God bless you. And God
bless the United States of America.

(Applause, the Members rising.)

At 10 o’clock and 10 minutes p.m.,
the President of the United States, ac-
companied by the committee of escort,
retired from the Hall of the House of
Representatives.

The Assistant to the Sergeant at
Arms escorted the invited guests from
the Chamber in the following order:

The members of the President’s Cabi-
net; the Chief Justice of the United
States and the Associate Justices of
the Supreme Court; the Dean of the
Diplomatic Corps.

The SPEAKER. The Chair declares
the joint session of the two Houses now
dissolved.

Accordingly, at 10 o’clock and 17
minutes p.m., the joint session of the
two Houses was dissolved.

The Members of the Senate retired to
their Chamber.

————

MESSAGE OF THE PRESIDENT RE-
FERRED TO THE COMMITTEE OF
THE WHOLE HOUSE ON THE
STATE OF THE UNION

Mr. McCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the message of the President be
referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union and or-
dered printed.

The motion was agreed to.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 18 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, January 13, 2016, at 9 a.m.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

4001. A letter from the Regulatory Review
Group, Commodity Credit Corporation, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Payment Limita-
tion and Payment Eligibility; Actively En-
gaged in Farming (RIN: 0560-AI31) received
January 5, 2016, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121,
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

4002. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement: Taxes-
Foreign Contracts in Afghanistan (DFARS
Case 2014-D003) [Docket No.: DARS-2014-0046]
(RIN: 0750-AI26) received January 5, 2016, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Pub-
lic Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the
Committee on Armed Services.

4003. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement: Trade
Agreements Thresholds (DFARS Case 2016-
D003) [Docket No.: DARS-2015-0066] (RIN:
0750-AI79) received January 5, 2016, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

4004. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s interim rule — Defense Federal
Acquisition Regulation Supplement: Net-
work Penetration Reporting and Contracting
for Cloud Services (DFARS Case 2013-D018)
[Docket No.: DARS-2015-0039] (RIN: 0750-AI61)
received January 5, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121,
Sec. 2561; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Armed Services.

4005. A letter from the Senior Counsel,
Legal Division, Bureau of Consumer Finan-
cial Protection, transmitting the Bureau’s
final rule — Truth in Lending Act (Regula-
tion Z) Adjustment to Asset-Size Exemption
Threshold received December 30, 2015, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the
Committee on Financial Services.

4006. A letter from the Counsel, Legal Divi-
sion, Bureau of Consumer Financial Protec-
tion, transmitting the Bureau’s final rule —
Home Mortgage Disclosure (Regulation C)
Amendment Adjustment to Asset-Size Ex-
emption Threshold received December 30,
2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added
by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat.
868); to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices.

4007. A letter from the Director, Office of
Legislative Affairs, Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation, transmitting the Corpora-
tion’s final rule — Treatment of Financial
Assets Transferred in Connection With a
Securitization or Participation (RIN: 3064-
AE32) received December 29, 2015, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

4008. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Housing Finance Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule — Technical
Amendments: FHFA Address and Zip Code
Change (RIN: 2590-AAT9) received January 5,
2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added
by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat.
868); to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices.
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4009. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Housing Finance Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule — Suspended
Counterparty Program (RIN: 2590-AA60) re-
ceived January 5, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121,
Sec. 2561; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Financial Services.

4010. A letter from the Program Specialist
(Paperwork Reduction Act), Legislative and
Regulatory Activities Division, Office of the
Comptroller of the Currency, Department of
the Treasury, transmitting the Department’s
joint final rule — Community Reinvestment
Act Regulations [Docket ID: OCC-2015-0025]
(RIN: 1557-AE01) received January 6, 2016,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to
the Committee on Financial Services.

4011. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Legislation, Regulation and En-
ergy Efficiency, Office of Energy Efficiency
and Renewable Energy, Department of En-
ergy, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Energy Conservation Program: Test
Procedures for Commercial Prerinse Spray
Valves [Docket No.: EERE-2014-BT-TP-0055]
(RIN: 1904-AD41) received January 6, 2016,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

4012. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Legislation, Regulation and En-
ergy Efficiency, Office of Energy Efficiency
and Renewable Energy, Department of En-
ergy, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Energy Conservation Program: Test
Procedures for Small, Large, and Very Large
Air-Cooled Commercial Package Air Condi-
tioning and Heating Equipment [Docket No.:
EERE-2015-BT-TP-0015] (RIN: 1904-AD54) re-
ceived January 6, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121,
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

4013. A letter from the Deputy Director, Of-
fice for Civil Rights, Department of Health
and Human Services, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Health Insurance
Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA)
Privacy Rule and the National Instant
Criminal Background Check System (NICS)
received January 6, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121,
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

4014. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Hepa-
titis C Virus ‘“Lookback’” Requirements
Based on Review of Historical Testing
Records; Technical Amendment [Docket No.:
FDA-1999-N-0114 (formerly 1999N-2337)] (RIN:
0910-AB76) received January 7, 2016, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

4015. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Air Plan Approval; Ala-
bama: Nonattainment New Source Review
[EPA-R04-OAR-2012-0079; FRL-9940-89-Region
4] received January 6, 2016, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

4016. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans; Infrastructure and
Interstate Transport State Implementation
Plan for the 2010 Sulfur Dioxide National
Ambient Air Quality Standards [EPA-R06-
0OAR-2013-0388; FRIL-9940-86-Region 6] re-
ceived January 6, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
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801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121,
Sec. 2561; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

4017. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans; Mississippi; Mem-
phis, TN-MS-AR Emissions Statements for
the 2008 8-Hour Ozone Standard [EPA-R04-
OAR-2015-0247; FRL-9940-87-Region 4] re-
ceived January 6, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121,
Sec. 2561; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

4018. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s direct final rule — Approval and Pro-
mulgation of State Plans for Designated Fa-
cilities and Pollutants; Nebraska; Sewage
Sludge Incinerators [EPA-R07-OAR-2015-0733;
FRL-9941-06-Region 7] received January 6,
2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added
by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat.
868); to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

4019. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s direct final rule — Approval of Mis-
souri’s Air Quality Implementation Plans;
Early Progress Plan of the St. Louis Non-
attainment Area for the 2008 Ozone National
Ambient Air Quality Standard [EPA-R07-
0AR-2015-0587; FRL-9941-01-Region 7] re-
ceived January 6, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121,
Sec. 2561; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

4020. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s direct final rule — Approval of Mis-
souri’s Air Quality Implementation Plans;
Reporting Emission Data, Emission Fees and
Process Information [EPA-R07-OAR-2015-
0790; FRL-9941-03-Region 7] received January
6, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
Added by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

4021. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval of Nebraska’s Air
Quality State Implementation Plans (SIP);
Infrastructure SIP Requirements for the 2008
Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Stand-
ard in Regards to Section 110(a)(2)(D)({)(I) —
Prongs 1 and 2 [EPA-R07-OAR-2015-0710; FRL-
9941-04-Region 7] received January 6, 2016,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

4022. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Designation of Areas for Air
Quality Planning Purposes; California;
South Coast; Reclassification as Serious
Nonattainment for the 2006 PM2.5 NAAQS
[EPA-R09-OAR-2015-0204; FRI1-9940-84-Region
9] received January 6, 2016, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

4023. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule —
Third-Party Provision of Primary Frequency
Response Service [Docket No.: RM15-2-000;
Order No.: 819] received January 6, 2016, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Pub-
lic Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

4024. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Export Administration, Bureau of Indus-
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try and Security, Department of Commerce,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Russian Sanctions: Addition of Certain Per-
sons to the Entity List [Docket No.:
150825778-5999-01] (RIN: 0694-AG64) received
January 5, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121,
Sec. 2561; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

4025. A letter from the Special Counsel,
U.S. Office of Special Counsel, transmitting
the Office’s Performance and Accountability
Report for Fiscal Year 2015, pursuant to 31
U.S.C. 3515(a); Public Law 101-576, Sec. 303(a);
(104 Stat. 2849); to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform.

4026. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Regulatory Programs, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Magnuson-Stevens Act Provisions;
Fisheries Off West Coast States; Pacific
Coast Groundfish Fishery; Process for Dives-
titure of Excess Quota Shares in the Indi-
vidual Fishing Quota Fishery [Docket No.:
150721634-5999-02] (RIN: 0648-BF11) received
January 7, 2016, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121,
Sec. 2561; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Natural Resources.

4027. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Yellowfin Sole for
Vessels Participating in the BSAI Trawl
Limited Access Fishery in the Bering Sea
and Aleutian Islands Management Area
[Docket No.: 141021887-5172-02] (RIN: 0648-
XE312) received January 7, 2016, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

4028. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulation Policy and Management, Office
of the General Counsel (2REG), Department
of Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Removal of Requirement
to File Direct-Pay Fee Agreements with the
Office of the General Counsel (RIN: 2900-
AP28) received December 29, 2015, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

4029. A letter from the Federal Register
Certifying Officer, Office of the Chief Coun-
sel, Department of the Treasury, transmit-
ting the Department’s interim final rule —
Offset of tax refund payments to collect
past-due support (RIN: 1510-AA10) received
December 29, 2015, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121,
Sec. 2561; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

————

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. McCAUL: Committee on Homeland Se-
curity. H.R. 3584. A bill to authorize, stream-
line, and identify efficiencies within the
Transportation Security Administration,
and for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. 114-396). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

————

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
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titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. HUDSON (for himself, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. COHEN, Mr.
FARENTHOLD, Mr. HECK of Nevada,
Mr. RUIZ, and Mr. WESTERMAN):

H.R. 4365. A Dbill to amend the Controlled
Substances Act with regard to the provision
of emergency medical services; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on the Judiciary,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. VALADAO:

H.R. 4366. A bill to affirm an agreement be-
tween the United States and Westlands
Water District dated September 15, 2015, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

By Mr. PITTS:

H.R. 4367. A bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to end the increased
Federal funding for Medicaid expansion with
respect to inmates; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

By Mr. PITTS (for himself and Mr.
GUTHRIE):

H.R. 4368. A Dbill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to clarify the treatment
of lottery winnings and other lump sum in-
come for purposes of income eligibility under
the Medicaid program, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. CALVERT (for himself, Mrs.
TORRES, Mr. COOK, Mrs. NAPOLITANO,
Mr. RUIZ, Mr. AGUILAR, and Mr.
TAKANO):

H.R. 4369. A bill to authorize the use of pas-
senger facility charges at an airport pre-
viously associated with the airport at which
the charges are collected; to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Ms. BORDALLO (for herself, Mr.
TAKAI and Mr. SABLAN):

H.R. 4370. A bill to comprehensively ad-
dress the challenges of providing public serv-
ices to citizens of the Freely Associated
States in the United States, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, and in addition to the Commit-
tees on Education and the Workforce, Finan-
cial Services, Foreign Affairs, and Natural
Resources, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. BUCK:

H.R. 4371. A bill to amend the Consolidated
Appropriations Act, 2016, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices, and in addition to the Committees on
Energy and Commerce, Ways and Means,
Foreign Affairs, Oversight and Government
Reform, Natural Resources, the Judiciary,
Homeland Security, Transportation and In-
frastructure, Education and the Workforce,
Agriculture, the Budget, and Rules, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. COLLINS of New York (for him-
self, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr.
DONOVAN, Mr. MEEKS, Mr. REED, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. KING of New York,
Ms. MENG, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. JEFFRIES,
Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mrs. CAROLYN B.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. NADLER,
Mr. TONKO, Ms. CLARKE of New York,
Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of New
York, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. GIBSON, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. SERRANO, Miss RICE of
New York, Mr. ZELDIN, Mr. HANNA,
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Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. KATKO, and Ms.
STEFANIK):

H.R. 4372. A bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
15 Rochester Street, Bergen, New York, as
the Barry G. Miller Post Office; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

By Miss RICE of New York:

H.R. 4373. A bill to improve the safety of
individuals by taking measures to end drunk
driving; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure, and in addition to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY (for herself and
Mr. TONKO):

H.R. 4374. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to improve mental and
behavioral health services on college and
university campuses; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce, and in addition to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. ZINKE:

H.R. 4375. A bill to amend the Real ID Act
of 2005 to repeal provisions requiring uniform
State driver’s licenses and State identifica-
tion cards, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform, and in addition to the Committee on
the Judiciary, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

———

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII,

168. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Legislature of the State of Minnesota,
relative to Resolution No. 5, requesting the
Congress of the United States call a conven-
tion of the States to propose amendments to
the Constitution of the United States; which
was referred to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

———

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY
STATEMENT

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or
joint resolution.

By Mr. HUDSON:

H.R. 4365.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Per the Section 8, Clause 3 of the Constitu-
tion, Congress shall have the power to regu-
late Commerce with foreign nations and
among the several states.

By Mr. VALADAO:

H.R. 4366.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the Con-
stitution of the United States.

By Mr. PITTS:

H.R. 4367.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3, which states
that Congress shall have the power ‘‘to regu-
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late commerce with foreign nations, and
among the several states . . .”
By Mr. PITTS:

H.R. 4368.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3, which states
that Congress shall have the power ‘‘to regu-
late commerce with foreign nations, and
among the several states . . .”

By Mr. CALVERT:

H.R. 4369.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority of Congress
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti-
cle I, section 8 of the United States Constitu-
tion, specifically clause 1 and clause 18.

By Ms. BORDALLO:

H.R. 4370.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted Congress under Article 1, Section 8
of the United States Constitution.

By Mr. BUCK:

H.R. 4371.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The principal constitutional authority for
this legislation is clause 7 of section 9 of ar-
ticle I of the Constitution of the United
States (the appropriation power), which
states: ‘“No Money shall be drawn from the
Treasury, but in Consequence of Appropria-
tions made by Law . . . .”

In addition, clause 1, section 8 of Article I
of the United States Constitution of the
United States which states: ‘“The Congress
shall have Power to lay and collect Taxes,
Duties, Imposts, and Excises, to pay the
Debts, and provide for the common Defense
and General Welfare of the TUnited
States . . .”

Together, these specific constitutional pro-
visions establish the congressional power of
the purse, granting Congress the authority
to appropriate funds, to determine their pur-
pose, amount, and period of availability, and
to set forth terms and conditions governing
their use.

By Mr. COLLINS of New York:

H.R. 4372.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1 Section 8

By Miss RICE of New York:

H.R. 4373.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 of the U.S.
Constitution

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY:

H.R. 4374.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8: The Congress shall
have the power to collect taxes, duties, im-
posts, and excises, to pay the debts and pro-
vide for the common defense and the general
welfare of the United States.

By Mr. ZINKE:

H.R. 4375.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, clause 18

———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions, as follows:

H.R. 204: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas.

H.R. 317: Ms. VELAZQUEZ.

H.R. 500: Ms. FRANKEL of Florida.

H.R. 524: Mrs. HARTZLER.
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H.R. 546: Mr. FARR and Mr. FITZPATRICK.

H.R. 612: Mr. WALBERG.

H.R. 814: Mr. MULLIN and Mr. EMMER of
Minnesota.

H.R. 911: Mr. NEWHOUSE and Mr. JOHNSON of
Ohio.

H.R. 923: Mr. PoE of Texas, Mr. PEARCE,
Mrs. LuMMIs, Mr. WEBER of Texas, Mr. BRAT,
Mr. GOSAR, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. GIBBS, and
Mr. PITTENGER.

H.R. 953: Ms. KAPTUR.

H.R. 986: Mr. WOMACK.

H.R. 1076: Mr. TAKANO.

H.R. 1089: Mr. MCDERMOTT and Mr. HECK of
Washington.

H.R. 1148: Mr.

H.R. 1153: Mr.

H.R. 1197: Mr.

ZELDIN.
ZELDIN.
FORTENBERRY.

H.R. 1301: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 1343: Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 1397: Mr. DELANEY, Mr. POSEY, Mr.
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. HARRIS,
Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois, and Mr. FLO-
RES.

H.R. 142T7:

H.R. 1550:

H.R. 1571:

H.R. 1655:

H.R. 1671:

H.R. 1761:

H.R. 1818:

H.R. 1854:

H.R. 2209:
. 2226:
. 2254

Mr.
Mr.

YoHoO.
QUIGLEY.
Mr. HIMES.
Mr. WELCH.
Mr. WOODALL and Mr. DESANTIS.
Mr. FATTAH.
Mr. PETERS.
Mr. SCALISE and Mr. GOODLATTE.
Mr. LATTA.
Ms. VELAZQUEZ.
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER.
. 2285: Mr. SCHIFF.
H.R. 2302: Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts and
Ms. EDWARDS.
H.R. 2304: Mr. HONDA.
H.R. 2367: Ms. TITUS, Mr. VELA, and Mr.
SERRANO.
H.R. 2380:
H.R. 2411:
. 2493:
. 2521:
. 2602:
. 2656:
. 2663:

Mr. KEATING.
Ms. KUSTER.

Mr. AGUILAR.
Ms. MENG.

Mr. DESAULNIER.
Mr. RANGEL.

Mr. COOPER.

. 2666: Mr. ALLEN.

. 2817: Mrs. BEATTY.

H.R. 2980: Mr. BEYER.

H.R. 3029: Ms. JuDY CHU of California and
Mr. DESAULNIER.

H.R. 3061: Mr. DESAULNIER.

H.R. 3080: Mr. Lucas, Mr. MULLIN, Mr.
SMITH of Missouri, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. KLINE,
Mr. MCHENRY, Mr. COOK, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
DENHAM, Mr. BENISHEK, Mr. AMODEI, Mr.
RENACCI, Mr. NUNES, and Mr. SIMPSON.

H.R. 3099: Mrs. DINGELL and Ms. LEE.

H.R. 3136: Mr. GOODLATTE.

H.R. 3209: Mr. KLINE.

H.R. 3226: Mr. TED LIEU of California and
Ms. LOFGREN.

H.R. 3266: Ms. KELLY of Illinois.

H.R. 3268: Mr. PETERSON, Mr. GENE GREEN
of Texas, Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Ms. BASS, and Mrs. MIMI WALTERS of
California.

H.R. 3323:

H.R. 3406:

H.R. 3542:

H.R. 3575:

H.R. 3639:

H.R. 3640:

H.R. 3666:

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia.
Mr. JEFFRIES and Mr. CICILLINE.
Mr. LANGEVIN.
Mr. ROONEY of Florida.
Mrs. BUSTOS.
Mr. SWALWELL of California.
Mr. TAKANO.

H.R. 3676: Mr. NORCROSS.

H.R. 3677: Mr. NORCROSS and Mr. SWALWELL
of California.

H.R. 3713: Mr. KLINE, Mr. EMMER of Min-
nesota, and Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas.

H.R. 3714: Mrs. HARTZLER and Mr. RODNEY
DaAvVIs of Illinois.

H.R. 3860: Mr. GRAVES of Liouisiana.

H.R. 3861: Mr. SWALWELL of California.

H.R. 3886: Mr. CURBELO of Florida.

H.R. 3917: Mr. SWALWELL of California and
Mr. COOK.
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H.R. 3956: Mr. CURBELO of Florida.

H.R. 3982: Mr. LANCE.

H.R. 3998: Mr. SIRES, Mrs. WATSON COLE-
MAN, and Mr. PASCRELL.

H.R. 4007: Mr. ROHRABACHER.

H.R. 4018: Mrs. LOVE.

H.R. 4078: Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia.

H.R. 4113: Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 4126: Mr. DESANTIS.

H.R. 4144: Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of
New York, Ms. DELBENE, and Mr. LYNCH.

H.R. 4148: Ms. MENG and Ms. JACKSON LEE.

H.R. 4210: Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. RoSS, and Mr.
EMMER of Minnesota.

H.R. 4247: Mr. VALADAO.

H.R. 4251: Mr. BENISHEK and Ms. KUSTER.

H.R. 4257: Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois.

H.R. 4262: Mr. GRIFFITH.

H.R. 4263: Mrs. KIRKPATRICK.

H.R. 4278: Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 4279: Mr. CooK and Ms. BROWNLEY of
California.

H.R. 4281: Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan, Mr.
CARTWRIGHT, Mr. SWALWELL of California,
and Mr. ROUZER.
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H.R. 4298: Mr. POCAN.

H.R. 4319: Mr. LUETKEMEYER, Mr. FRANKS
of Arizona, and Mr. MULLIN.

H.R. 4321: Mr. CRAMER, Mr. PEARCE, Mr.
FLEMING, Mr. SALMON, Mr. MULVANEY, Mr.
BRAT, Mr. SANFORD, Mr. PITTENGER, and Mr.
MCKINLEY.

H.R. 4336: Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mr. LOBIONDO,
Ms. EsTY, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, and Mr. YAR-
MUTH.

H.R. 4342: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Mr.
MULVANEY, and Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia.

H.R. 4348: Mr. CRAMER.

H.R. 4354: Mr. GIBSON.

H.R. 4362: Mr. PEARCE.

H.J. Res. 52: Mr. HECK of Washington.

H.J. Res. 74: Mr. PALAZZO.

H. Con. Res. 50: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas.

H. Con. Res. 75: Mrs. NAPOLITANO and Mr.
JOYCE.

H. Con. Res. 89: Mr. HUDSON, Mr. FLORES,
Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. PEARCE, Mr.
ROUZER, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr.
MOOLENAAR, Mr. BABIN, Mr. GIBBS, and Mr.
WILLIAMS.

January 12, 2016

H. Con. Res. 96: Mr. FLEMING.

H. Res. 209: Mr. FLEMING.

H. Res. 220: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona.

H. Res. 343: Mr. PERRY, Mr. GOODLATTE,
and Mr. CHABOT.

H. Res. 393: Miss RICE of New York.

H. Res. 394: Mr. SCHIFF.

H. Res. 469: Mr. SCHIFF.

H. Res. 494: Mr. BRAT.

H. Res. 500: Mr. FLEMING.

H. Res. 551: Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. BRENDAN F.
BoYLE of Pennsylvania and Mr. GENE GREEN
of Texas.

H. Res. 561: Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts.

H. Res. 567: Mr. VARGAS and Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania.

H. Res. 569: Mr. PAYNE, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr.
CARDENAS, and Mr. RUSH.

H. Res. 571: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr.
LATTA, Mr. MARINO, Mr. DUNCAN of South
Carolina, and Mr. NUGENT.

H. Res. 575: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. CARTWRIGHT,
Ms. JACKSON LEE, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. TAKANO,
and Mr. GRAYSON.
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